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CHAPTER'
.

A

STUDENT FINANCIAL AID AND PUBLIC POOCY

..
P /, , 1 ,

. . a

In 1972,.the.cilgess assigned.a high priority to student assistance
. .

. at the principal thrust ofTederal support for postsecondary,education.

'Yet,,while observers 11'of higher eduCation finance cap describe whic

stitutPons receive resources 'from most-Federal student aid programs,.
, -

. .
. . . . .

'public decision - makers lack information on which students will.ieteive
--,. t ' . . . ,

support or how the resources jnfluenee institutional aid practices., student

'recruitment practices, admiSsion'policies, and resource allocations.

Further, policy researchers and policy makers la4ck sufficient uncirItanding

about ho . student aid affects Family investment behavior-- in p rticular,.

.
. . .

..

.

the willingness and ability of parents to contribute toward the educationtl

expenses of their Children. ,,
- .

.

The purpose, of this study S to utilize data from the National Longil-
: ..

tudinal Study, in unique combinatiOn with other data resource', to improve
.

,

.

.
. -

.
. ,

the understanding of; the effects.of student aid in institutional,and

family decision making. . 1

,

This research is important in several respects. It will rovide

policy makers with a measure of the ektent to which financial aid is
.

, li
'meeting prOgram objectives. However, there are four. relative* fecent de- .

-
, .

velopMents which".make this.study cif the impact of financial aid even more
.

important.

-First,.while the achievement of equal educational opportunity has

been an avowed goal since the War on Poverty,. experience continues' to,show

9
11

.
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t.
that.low income and'minority enrollment rates remain wuch-

.'
thi-rds 1OWer than the-enrolifient rates for middle income and white students.

'
.r

;Often the opportunities in pottsecondary educatioil for minCri res are

ilmited_as much by-financial constraints a; by iociarbarrie The

- enrollment rate differential might be exPected"to narrow if financial.

aid resources can be shifted toward programs and allocation mechanisms

' which seem to target funds on students from disadvantaged

'study -of-institutional financial aid delsior making' and family responses

1 ..

to financi61 aid.will Suggest vihiCh .type*, of ai,dand distribution mechanisms

can best meet this objective. P ti

Secopd, with the exception of'the 1975-76 acaderaicyear,.the, rats
...

,ofincrease in'enrollments has been falling. Sidce 1969, the rate of
a

, o
increase in the si.ut of the college-eligible 04001 has grown more slowly.

. . .. . ,

At the-same time, a decreasing share of families with college-age off-

spring are vending members to college full-time..lf ,higher edUcation
. a . ,

g.
. .

is to reverse the trend of dec14'ninq wrollment ratei, it 'will be

/'2 .
. .

.

necessary to allocate funds for programs which are most likely to induce

'enrollment's. Our study should provide an understanding of how postsecondary

.

institutions package financial Aid, thereby affecting the net prices faced

by different types of students. This-information can leqd policy N-
.

recommendations for student aid programs that would alter the-net prices

to'Ihe types of students whose enrollment decisions are most affeceed
,

by
..

. ...

net cost
)

of attendance. -- .

. .

.

,i

.
Third,-since the publiidition of Cheit'sihe tiew-Depressin

-

in Higher

Education in Wl, °ler forty private colleges have closed their doors or

become merged with other postsecondary institutions, citing irnmense-
, , .

1
. . ,

10
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1-3

'financial, distress. The more 'recent energy critIs has put so much \3dditiorial
,

pressure On all insttutional budgets that many observers are.concer'
.

. about the prospects for sustaining the independence and vitality-Of per-

-haps our largest investment industry (Pr,dducing, along with students,

human,cepital). To the extent that maintaining a strong diverse
. ,

,.

postsecondary edutation sector is an accepted national goal, the -
A %

Y 1
!V

relate d effects of available student aid funds and budgetary limitations,
. . <,

t - ......, :,
...

on institutional-laid practices need to be_studi'ed. if external stuAent ._.

. * -

.., -

aid funds can relieve the pressure on"--institutional budgets, the diversity
_*

andfinancial'health of the postsecondary education `sector can ,be main-'ry

tained Mthout,neglecting the companion goal of eduaVedu?tional oppor-
/, .

. .
.

-tun it,/ for- all.,
1 .

/

Fourth, In the context of recent- reports on the "inflation" in college
.

grading and the decline -in average SAT and ACT sdor4's, sorSe observer's ,
. .

1
-'are recommending a 'renewed national empha'sis on merit-based,-no-need scholar-

,

. -,
. .

. f

,.

ships.. A bill introduced by forMer Congr'essman Japes 0/1fiat'a to revise

,

'

the Title IV student akd prog'reffm.suggesis such a'use for student aid funds.

4

ti

4

, ., . ,

The bill proposed the'establishment of a newNmerit scholarship progi-am that-would fund
4--

. . ,,

nearly all the costs of attendance Of able, needy st6dents. Our study

4

can re4eal :the-extent OR whichiMeasured student abli.ties influence the amount
.

.,

and type of aid offered by' postsecondary institutions. Appropriate modi-

-ftcations in; existing student aid progrards to . pr4te 4e anrotiment of able'
.

4

.

' high school graduates could Be developed.- 7.
-,

,
.

,
.

All four developments ser&to emphasize thechellenge andimportance.
.

b:'t ,

, _
L.

.

of student finiiiCial aid in pi-omdting enrollment stab4)ity'and'i'n encour-
1

%

aging disadvantageda talented students to participate In'postsecon-
,

: .

- . .

dary edutationThis study analyip \he institutional alloCation of
-"

4
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. . 1 .

stydpnt
1

ida .,and the,fAily expenditure response to.1;his aid ds
. .

a means. of
, .

. r
, .

. . . .

Indicating tbe extent to which these challenges can be met. The modeling
\

,

0Instl,tuXional and family behavibrs and the subsequent empirjcal analyses

-

-ddveloped from the models will permit at least partial,ansWers to a number,

of specific p olisy-related quptions concerning the impact of student'
. .

financial aid.

Firsrdo low incomeland stUdents, receive larger aid pack-

ages; and Tn what Aloodnts and kind? Does the package differ-by type of

.institution? Earlier evidenc is' inconclusive Athese points. From a survey

. 1of schools in' 1969-'70, the CSS Panel on Stqdent Financial Need Analysis

(the tartter Panel), found that higher income families (who were more

likely to attend higher cost schools) received aid packages. as, large as

low income families ¢College Entrance Examination Bird [19711),,Not

surprisingly, aVerage,awards $3201arger at private colleges. Un-

fortunately, this study (and most others) did not collect the entire

financial aid _package Of the student. Further, information on aid offers,
.

as distinguished from actual iwards, has been lacking in Most studies of

financial aid(the CSS Panelis an exception.). The data.collected by the
4

CSS"Panel and other data.from a more recent survey of 1972-73 fi-eshmen

financial aid'applicants (Jones [1975]) revealed that high ability

students received I.;rger aid packagesthan their low-ability peers: These

--

1 .

. - ...
. -!

.
. .

findIngs shouK be examined again and the analyses extended with the broader .
. _

Natigtrfal Longitudinal Study. A

Second, hole do institutions package-financial aid of; to students?
. .

.

-

There appears .to be evidence that students do respond to net price (that
--x.

. i V :
is, costs of attendance, minus financial aid) when making their decisions

4 ' .
.

. 12 r
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tiSee' Miller [197Th' Kohn, Mans:kii, and Mundel 61W/0; NtFPE t1973],

,

Barnes

al. 119721 Radner and Miller f1975]): Yet, the" J &

r

FIVOSthesized deteranbritsi
-of the financial aid Offer,- an essntipl.element fpf the net Peice facing -

f.r.tudents-- have for the most part eemained untested.

: &analyzlin these, institutional dgcisions has been

A conceptual framework
.=.

fprmulated by Williamson
. ' ..

.
4 ' . .

,t1963],, and to admissions and aid. practices byjiii ler D975],. Data f`'
4 ,a

.
0' lA .

have.beeh lacking-to empTricallly test this f e CSS Panel pro-- N
, u-st .v

t-

d

f
vIded somevdata anal;sis of ihstitutional fin aid practices.'

t
- .

-CO utbia UnAyersity's Bureau of Applied Social RIsearch reported financial

"
-ai4 administ.ratorsl, methods of packaging arou F 1 student financial

-'.., ,
-

,

aid ' {Friedman and Thompson [19/1]; Fri.edman, Sanders,

-\

These stpdies :can. he....tafihed and extended'. w ,

Finally, what is the effect Of.financial aid on actu& parentillIcon 1-

t ,-.-n di

Thompson jX971))

. , -'
.7

butrbns for educational cost's? The extent to which student aid supplements,
k

-.:,

or substitutes forparental`contributions provides eslightly different'
. .

-..... _
...4.

., -.

measure of the effects and effectivenessof Federal programs. This view

4r414.
.

1 . ..

, .
1r ..

is of Interest bevuse . it inborporates not only the level of family support, *,

..1.---
. .

but
.

also; the division of the burden of costs, between the parents and svdent.

%,

The-emOrging%redefintion of the independent student suggests another rerated
/' 4.,

issue. The Federal presOmpiion has been thallgtenteNtetain the responsibility

. .
-t ,.

o

.
-.. ,- ..

. N J

for prov)4ing support- educational expensei beyonprthe-age of majority,
.

I

and, in fact, that they are willing and able-to do so: -Short of .resolving

die Issue of alit parents should do; we can prov,14 an answer to the positive
,

question: what is the currenolevel of support provided.by parents?
.

Wileile retionizing that student assistance affect "die l-t i

,
..

nce does en?ol.

a

, so,

ment decisions of students nd families, westill knok relatively 1-ittle
-.,

s,

9
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about how financial aid affects theeamount oflparental resources that go
.

to
-t,

.

suppOrt the student. McMafibnTfa743, Wagner [1977'], and McMahon Altd 1.
-!.

. t ...-

10..*
Wagner (19731T have explored the determinants of'famlly, investment in

.. (.
1

.
.

,
.

*
.

postsecondary education; inCluding.some preliminary empirical estEmates
.

. I.

of the impact of different types oflinancial aid On ferlily and, parental

,
.

. . .

ioutlays.' These research results are extended with the NLS dat -.

-

4
4

a 1, It
.

a

A. T Cink.to Student Financial Aid' ...
.

.
- -

,,,e
.,

I

.--

A =iel of institution al behavior is developed in Chapter Ill.
4

-

Follbviing an analytical framewor based on the econoreac theory of the

firm, 'postsecondary are prpsume d to attempt to maximize their. -,
_ ,

. 4

, owiiThnd riptioabjectives: in the model, stulAnt aid oers'apawandinl o id ff d-
.,..

$,-.1

. -

a- re used to attract potential .students with attributes that would enhance
. - $

.

theie objectives. Offers and awards`are malitsubject to financial and
-

, .

ii: ,

enrollment constraints:*
;

The conceptual,' framework for analyzing family spending behavior
4

.

Is artlined
/
in Chapter; VII of thi's report. Family outlays`on educational

' costs are presumed to be viewed by the family as'an investment and are

hypdthesized to depend on the attractiveness of the investment to the

parents and studeat. These attributes include, affiong others, student
.

ability and parental educational attainment. Justrat important are -

tnaracteristics which indicate the capacity of the patents and student to

contribute toward educational costs,such as family income, student income,
.

And family size, and studene ssistance.

B. Research Design

*-

The several issues related to the effe

examined ,Osing the National Longitudinal Study

institutional data collected from a-variety of

. 14,

f student

data base

sources.

s

-assistance are

augmented by

The-NLS.,samplb

,

/



. ,
.

, .

s.
. 4. 1-'1/ .

a

I-, . i.
. .

. _

--Is gne of the most recent detallea eitional probability samples
-__

_
.

.
. . .

of high school seniors avaWbte. 'the charactertsticv of the NLS and

l-

e -

,
.

. 1

.0
,. the institutional data ftle's are describid in greater detail in Ctlapter,l1.°'
z , 4% 4

' '

= .'

, . Thep attern of responses for key student and inititatiori variables is,.tern
'
. .

.

7

-_ ,considered ?n this chapter as well. ., -/ . .

,:-. _ 1
. ,...

.
A series -of tab4es deTibing the distribution of student aid across

.1

_ 4

. '''

a number of studeni/fami ,and institutional characteristics are fhciuded
jIi

-.

. .\

in Chapters'ill and V. e dicrirlive statistics provide a broad view of
% .

the distribution of ferent typ es student aid to particular` student

and Institutional subpopulations. contains a mpitivarrate f.
analysis,Of the packaging of student aid. Using single equation regression

,..
,

1. ,
.

.

techniqudt,
.

the sample is partitioned b,' ins tion type and,control tO

permit comparisons aCrors sectors.

Differences in parental spending recorded by aided and nonaided NLS .

freshmen are dedcribed in Chapter Viii. The effect of financ44al aid {and

. l.k.:.- a
.

',different types of aid} on parental-,spending for educational expense/. id'

estimated- using multiple regression techniques. .The sample is partitioned

%

by family income and institution type and control, permitting a comparison

of family behaviors among different subpopuiations. The relative effects ,

r. 'r

of grant, work, and loans on parental support can be infer/ed froth the , .

. -

results of a two step procedure. In the firsr step, the total financial -
..,

. .

award is included asan IndependAt variable along with family attributes'

which affect the expenditure decision. In the second step, an estimated

parental contribution can be clxnputed ftoM the regression coeffici6nts.

Deviations from the "estimate contribution ate explain4 as a function

of the individual compone ts of th'e financial aid package,where appropriate.

r
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. ,,, Orr of the. major prolicts of this pioject Is the College Bord Linked
, -. ,, . .. , I

Na-ltisArtutionid,-FIle. lnstituti6nal characteristics compiled' from HEGIS,

, Th..*
`"4

, .. *.liofficeof Edicatiore, .3hd Ameri:Fin Council on Education data-fileS for
I

each Institution liSted, by tlye NIS respondents haveubeen airded to every
' . . . a' '. - ,--

. .

Lt" &aril... ThiS daka permits tha, examination' of institutional financidi
1/4 . ....-

S

I

2

aidi plaatic'es..!s proposed in thiA,study... In addition,iaccess Co the t011egA
/

.
.

.Board merged institutionai fifes enhances the potential uses.of. the 141.5 i-

,

file for ether policy researchers.,

C.. Student !Financial Aid: Leverage for Pdblic-Pol icy
0

. ,

The resilai of _this study attempt to explain the,allocattve effects
.

of financial ald on institutidnal and family behaviors. The fi'neings

1' he to illuip-ate (the jicrts and*the promiie of student aid- -the primary (

shbirt-run Federal policy Instrument -as a means of 'achieving equal ed-

A

.
r

ucational oppOrtunity andmaintaining diversity in postsecondary education.

Frani the da..ta preSented in Chapter IV, it appears that the distriu-
''

. . c

tion of Student aid IA 197Z-73 was greatly influenced by student "finaneial

.i. .
) 1

,

.need"--define'd as student costs of aftendancie less expected family con-

'..w

tributiov The entering full':-time freshmen enrolled at an Institution which

*.rel led prigrily, one` private tuitlon (predominantly private and proprietary)

s

were most flikely to receive-aid (particularly grants and _loans), to receive

. .

more than one type of aid, and to receive Federal aid. These same.studints

tended to report larger amounts of total and Federal aid than _their peers
. .

enrolled -`in other institutions,
y

'Considering the resources side of. the -"fc-nancial ,need" equatidq, low

income' tering fu,11-time .freshmen were most likely to receive

16



r

. 4 0 A.
I 43 ' .

i_ ....4

',.. aid,.In larger,ameuhts and with relatively more gift aid. These students also
z-,
. . , L.,

.,.\ I-' . 71 ...-"-.-.' ---.'''

were- favo?ed'in the distribution of Federal student assistance dollirs.
...

- ,

_-- . Instituttonil.stude/nt aid

.

budgets were weakly associated withthe alto -tion
..i. .

. /,

of afl types o
t

gaid, Federal and non - Federal. Although the federal caofPus-based.

- . ,

-.student aid programs augmented institutional funds, these Federal Ants apparently

=accounted for a-ralatively, smell-share of torte] sources of non-family'tvppor;
a . .

'1! / ,

available.0' 1972- entering'full-time freshmen.
, .

1 -r ..

These findings were reinforced with the mdre rigorous multivariate analysis
. . ,.

...

. Of Chapter VI: Other things, equal, factaes contributing to financial need

-
.

-'were most important in

.

accounting for difftrences in ad packages. Lower
. ..

.
.

income, greater student CQStS, or minority racial/ethnic status tended to be

associated with,larger aid packages containing rotatively more grant and.

scholarship aid and more.Fideral aid.

tan the other hand, student achievemeht/abilitappeared to be less in-
,

fuential in the dritribution of financial aid. Acpdemic aptitude' proved to be

a nearly insignificant influence in the distribution'of Fedetal ard, and:.

part icularly EOG awards,' Notably, differences in gift aid most reflected

variations, in student abilities.

Finally, a 1 though- s ign f i can t , ihe is st cextii,mert_ L- ,resources '

. 0
A to student-aid exhibited a

t
modest effect on the amount and.camposition

,

of:the financialaid package. '
,

'Viewed from another perspective, financial aid apparently influencedi the

level and composition of family investment in postsecondary education. Data
. .

frowthe"NLS presented in Chapter VIII, suggest that parentarcontribUtions were

slightly reduced wi'tW the award of financial aid. impbi-tautly, Studelit

7 ,

.
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.ild substitked lost foitparental *support among '1;4 incometand.minority,

1.. /

As_important, the extent to which fihancial aid subitituted forvarental

1-

support differed according to.the type of aid within income groups. Holding

the total amount of the aid package fixed, a relatilfelY_Iarger grint and
, -

scholarship aid component significantly riduced the extent)pf,substitution for
4

parental cont4ibutions onlyamong low inc.* familtes. Within

groups, student loan aid substituted less,' and term-time earnings substituted

more, for the parental contribution than!did"all'aid takenttogether.

In sum, these'results suggest the leverage of Federal student assistance

in institutional pnd family decWon-making. To some extent., it appears that'
o

Federal bid encourages tfte distribution of non-Federal funds to'the types pf *

studen,ts aided under Fedeial programs. In 1972-73, these recipientttended

to be lower income andpinority'students. Among families, increased levOS

of aid, specifically tp lower income'students, appear,16 largely augment

parental support a- nd to enable increased family investment in postsecondary

education. That national goals of equareducationbl, dPportunity, maintaining

diversity, and developing a 1:41hly trained labor force have not-been fully

realized in no way alters the asiC'poit: Fede ral student aid can influence

decision-making of institutions and tudents.

,

C
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CHAPTER II

THE DATA:. ATTRIBUTES, NOW-RESPONSE, AND ACCURACY OF,THE NATIONAL
LONGIT4DINAL STUDY (NLS) AND THE INSTITUTIONAL DATA PILES

The us efullness and applicability of the results of any research

effort depend in great measure/on tha strengths and weaknesses of th,

data employed. In this chapter,the student and institiMional data .

used in thts study are descr.1-bed, their strengths and weaknesses are

discussed, and the methods used to address several' problem 'areas "are

detailed.
./ . ..' --/

Ho survey can be expected to collect accurate information from

- every sample member. While the best way to deal with mising data and:
...

reportihg errors Is to try tt avoid them, these problems are certain to

.

t

=cur. In most instances, better survey and-questionnaire design and
4

.

repeated.follow-ups to obtain the missing or correct information would

jike19_rssult in fewer cases with missing data and-more ac?Jrite'data. /

But, these,strategies are not available'once the initial survey design is

implemented, as is. the case with the student-reported data in-the NLS.

The 'remaining methods for dealing with these problems are restricted

to manipulathg the responses in some wa)Y '(including the imputation of

missing
A

d'tta and reWeightingIthe sample). The most elaborate strategies,

of course, require consideraKe amounts bf staff and, computer resources.

_since_t.ilise resourcev-were not available for this study, our approach has
.. ,

been limited to: -(1) determining the extent of the missing data for key'
x 4.

variables; -(2) assessieg the accuracy

Iculary, financial ald'dita); and (3)

bf the information
Amb

instituting Simple

colled (part-
-.

edit procedures

. . ,

to impute some missing.data and to cortect some errors-in the reported infor-
- ,

/ On.this point, see bur recommendations for improving the quality of the
student-reportededata in; the proposed second NLS cohort (Rice,, Wagner,

Christoffel, and Tenion (1976)).

%,
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matioh.,A9 enreesteps, require subjective judgeients. :Andi all of the

problems could not be completely''gvercome. However, these procedures were
.

.

deemed to be reason'ablefansIwithin the budget constraints of the project.

It is our belief that in the absence of other current data sources,

0 the research undertaken in this study leads to useful
.

inferdnces for Fed-

.
..... 4 .

eral.policy -- even with the acknowledged non-response and reporting errors
; ..

In the NLS. So that others can pake.their own ludgiments, the hlagnitude

and treatment of the non-response and reporting errors are detailed In` this

-chapter.

,-,Tfie discussion below szrrnarizes the procedufes fo<.,<Id findings from

the data evaluation phase of the study. In Section A, the National Lon(g- ,

itudinaj.Study sample and ithe companion College Board piked Institutional

file are briefly descriVd. The'non-response and reporting errors for the

key sources of suPpoFt items are considered in Section B. The methods used,

to, edit and impute or adjust the repute0 amounts are discussed in detail. :

estimatesf non-response for other important variables are presented in

Section
c
C. Finalry, a comParison of.the weighted LS "edited" sample with

other estimates of first-year enrollments, and the calculatiojof adjusted

weights- to compensate for non-response an reporting errors, form Section D.

A. A Description of the Data Files i

tv,
. -,-

.
.

. 1:
As a rare combination of student- and institution- reported infor.

:,-
mation, the data used in this study represent,a powerful tool for research

4 ''

on he impact:of financial aid.

.The student-reported data were collected in NOES' National Longitudinal

Study (ICES, 1975). Over 20000 twelfth grade students were selected from.
4

a stratified random sample of high schools for the ns. To increase the
0

numbei. ofdisidvantaged studentg-In the, sample, secondary schools,with

26
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.
'higfi proportions of minority students or, in low income areas were sampled.

-
. -

. .

. .
.

Designed to be representative of all 1972 high school seniors, the NLS is

,.., -
,

a natiorial/prdbability sample (see Fetters (1974) for Winote detailed

:description of_the sampte).

Aiuxst 93,pircent of the students contacted in 1972.provided some

- Information on the Base-Year questionnaire, although response rates to

specific questions varied substantiarly (see Sections B and C below). TW'.

Base-Year instrument collected .informatiOn on.student plans and aspirations

0 ,

and family economic and demographic characteristics. SAT.and ACT ichievement

test stores and:high school grade average.swere.obtained from school record.

In October, 1973, the First FollowUp cisiestionnaire was mailed to each

;sample-member. Through .a series of mailings and personal inter, ews, the.

_
-response rate ti this follow-up was 94 per cent. Again, the item non-re-

A

sponse differed-within the questionnaire.: The survey document'collected

-

retrospective information from the respondents On their" activities' since

leaving high school. .Included in the follow-up'were questions on attendance

at postsecondacy institutions, amounts and kinds of financial support, and

costs ofattendance.

rinstitutIonal data corretponding to the postsecondary institutions

applied to or' attended were added to each respondent's record, where
,

appropriate. Prepared under this research contract, the Colte0 Bdard:

Linked.NLS-Institutional data filec,consists of institution-reported data

cuiled'from LACES' Higher Education Directory OCES (1974c))surveys,"the

'Office of Education's Application to
Participate in Federal Student Aid

,Programs (Tripartite) file (USOE (1972)),and the American CouAcil on Ed -:

ucationrs 1972 Institutional Characteristics file e

merged file.contains"type and control code;, Institutional revenues, expen-

--4.
O
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dlturies and student aid resources; the income 'distribution, racial. com-

-position, and size of the etird student body; and median tests "scores for

the freshman class, Tenison (1976) provides a detailed description of and

specification for the College Board Linktd ILLS-Institutional file.

B. Sources of Support: Assessment and Adjustment

Thexcriticalxariables,in this study are the sources of support items

(qUestion 47 in the First Foltaw-Up). The information-collected from these

items has been criticized on two counts. First, the item non-response rates,

appear to be. quite. large. According to David Selby (1976), as many a*

thirty-five percent of those who Should have provided sources of financial.

support information failed to do so. 'Second, for .those who do respond,

the reported amounts from specific sources (eg.,,, College Work-Study, FIS,L)

may be'inaccurate. The assessment of these two problems, and the adjust-

ments made, are discussed separately below.

1. Source Non-Response

For 1972- 73'full time students,.in the NLS samp)e,.an estimated 14%

failed to 'report any source of support amounts in question 47. This noo-

*

response rate is considerably smaller than:Selby's estimate because the

defipition.of the study group -- those wico should have providethe sod-me

information -- is different.

. .-

In this research project, the:key study group includea 1972-73 full-

time postsecondary students.- To properly, assess the magnitude of the non-
a

response, an accurate count.of this study group must be obtained. _Afar-

tunately, the_?routing and question stems in the' First FottoR-Up make,this

a difficult task. Since the questionnaire was administered in the fall of

1973, students, who did not enroll in 1972 might have responded in question

22
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47' If they had &trolled in 1573:,ItIlile the cost of attendance and sourc.e,
a

of financial support data corer "any training and education you received

7 after ileaing high school and before Fall, 1973," the earlier sections
- .

, , .- ,-,.
- elicit separate information on Fall, 1972 and Fall, 1973 attendance.

s' ' .
TO identify the respondents jn the study-group, 6 two-step procedure

,
.

. '. ...
was adopted. Fir%t, all HIS respondents were. classified =cording to their

..... .
enrollment status.- Any informatjon which would indilite v

.
1972-73 attendance, '

. 1. . 4. , .
was taken to be evidence of a972-73 enrollment. 'RespOndents were ideh=

-...
- -7)

.tined as eFr6Aled,(1.v., in the st-udy.group), if they:

1. Responded "yes" to the Fall, 1972 enroll-spent cLuestion 29a, except
if Ea: "no" items and .no "yes" itemssare answered in th-e-sub-
equent routing.

01=

2.

or

Responded "no" to theFall,
"yes" i terns are ransKered in

1972 enrc41-meot question 29a, if ,any/-
the subsequent routing..

3. Provided a name for the Fall, 1972 postsecondary institution attended
(question 32a, or question 26a if. the same institution was attended'
In Fall, 1973).

2rf.
it. Reported enrolling at another 4chcol during the sumer Or midyear

(question 39) or</provided a name for the school .(question 40a),
-

Following these checks, a total of 12, ro4 HIS respondents were in-

clucied in the study group (ie.,' courted as enrolled dur;,ing-the 1972-73

academic year)". / This compares to Selby's-estimate of-31,889 Which in-

dudes, all respondents who were routed into the source of financial support
I

question: By foqusing on_.an identified study group, the estimated non-.

reiponse rat-dropped from 35.21 (Selby) to 22.7% (see FigUre 1I-1). /

' I With the aid of telephone follow-ups of nearly 30 percent of NLS respon7
dents who-failed the RTI ..omputer edit checks, in estimated 11,421 were
Identified as in ,school in October, 1972. For the reasons noted above,
some of those who passed the computer screen might be excluded from our
counts. Approximately 170 cases were added to the 1972 fall enrollment
through the activity state screen, /.

/ Included among the 22.7. % (2,748 non-respondents are 188 students 1.6% of the
total) who listed a source but refused to provide a dollar amount.,111111.

23.
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Figure' 11-1

NON-RESPONSE-TO SOURCE OEtSUPPORT ITEMS (QUESTION 47)

FOR SELF ED ALS 7," .,

Item
Non -Kespondents

(5,587/35.2 %)

Humber with Source of
Support Amount

(19,302/44.8%)

Al) HLS Respondents-
Eligible to Answer*,

(15,889)
t

* From Selby (1976) ..

24
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-t;

tek.
Non,Respondents

(2,148/22.7%)

Numb6r with §ource,..of.

Support Amount

(9,354/77.3%)

1972-73 HLS Students
(12-004)

44

-

Vs

Item

on- Rpspona

(1,44t,14.1

Humber with Source
of Support Amqunt.
J8,748/85.8%)

1972=73 Full Time
HLS ,Students

06,189)

a

)

5
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As absecond step, all 1972-73 students were classified according-to 4

their attendance status. Sioce part time students IrS the AS arenot re-
,

,

presentadlie of the population:to which they would btrcompared, these re-

spondenii are .excluded from much of the analysis.js Figure 11 1 indicates',

. .,

limiting the.studylroup to full time 1972-73 stud'ents only wIL omit an____
, fi, " ' ,t

additional 1,%14 respondents. Of the remolding 10,189 students, 85.8%

(8;748) provided a source --e- support amount../ -

Given the very complex routing patterns in the First Follow-Up clues.,

. tionnaire and the crude sCreens,used to identify those eligible to answer

the source-of support items,. some of the NLS respondents classtfied/rn this

rrectly included

the exact-ndM-
,

study as 1972 -73 full-time students might have been into
.

in this study group.' White It isTnipossible to estimate

ber, there is some evidence that as many as 600 of these
',

not have beelincluded-among those classified as 1972-73

'This n

respondents should

full -time students.

er tsan.estimate of the NLS respondents who, provided very.
(11

ttie

.

informatio on their,postsecondary training: no st of attendance.or
01

source of support data, nor the_name of thedpostsecondary institution
.. _

attelded.. they, did respond tOthe Falls_ 1972 ehrollment item (question 29a)11'

. a , ..

and to the 1972 Atendande status item (question.33b). If thise respondents
.

Were.excluded from the-number eligible to answer the sourCt of support

`
Item, the Item nonresponse rate among 1972-73 full-time students in the

. e ,

NLS would be an. estimated 8.7%.

.
.

/7: .

c.../ Again; the NLS activity state screening results inan estimated 10,320
full,.time 1972-73 Inrollment for the NLS cohort (10,790, if impaed..141

. timeotUdents are Included}'. The differences result from our screving

around the enrollment response questions. See Table A-11 Appendix 11-A).

r
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-2.. Reporting Error'

5.

Several timple edtt checks were implehentedto gadge the accuracy of

-the 'Studett responses to the source of support Items.
_, A,

.

.first, aft0i4entiNing.the:study grou thesharei,of NLS respondents
, Al4

receiving different,sourOes of sdpport anethe average reported amounts.from ,
.

these sources wereltompared-with staler data obtained from other recent

4

, Rostsecondary surveys. In presenting the' data and results pf the.comparTsoid

Wagner and-Teniscn (1976a) concluded that the recipient shares and.the re-
,

- .,

ported amot:Ints of different3Srces of finanejal sUpport are generally con-

. S'' .

sittent with the information collected in the other 'surveys. Many of the
V4

differences could be accounted for by the different populations surveyed.
"n "

Other observed patterns, however, appeared,to reflect reporting errors.

- pi- - - ,

To atI4t for these errors, e series of si4le computer data manipu!aticip
.

-were_ developed. Since the financial support variables represent the us

oI the study, the manipulations were limited to adjustments "implied" by

other studeht-repOrted information. No additional imputing was considered.

t

414;

The data Manipulations principally affect the reported financial support

17 v- .

t

amounts of commuter ttudents. While many of these students accounted for.

the sources of funds used to meet'direot costs Xtuition, fees, books,
400106

-

1---- transportation), a large share of commuters failed to report-the ih-kind *-

4
.. g

.

support provided by their parent, relatives, or spouses u;ed to Meet in-
;

:. ..s.
,

.

. 'direct room and boarl'd costs. In these -cases, ao eitimateimOntinance
. 4-... . .

..- -
., amount of about $80 per months added to both room and board expenses and

4 F.

. , i
se-

_..

parent,_ re1at1ve, or spouse support iort (whJchever S, appropriate).

,.;:-_,-- -'

.

...

..
,

'

,

es '276

r 4
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.,-Other'manlpulat Included adjusting apparently iricorrect dollar
. .,

amounts reported, from a specific program source. For .example, -' 591. re-
.

;
,. -

.

dpondents llsiegl StOd:,,as a source of support in,1972-73 even. though the

-- prograL did -not _begin opirations. until 1973-74. For these students, a --..,

r
.

d

- 1

_.; - 1

.

-,

reportedSaitc Grant less-than.$1,000 Is treated as an.SEOG. A reported
.

"13E0G gieater than-:?$1,0000 and listed as the only grant aid scholarship
. . . .

41160°.,°E sources, Is considered as the sum of All grant and scholarshipald rather,
a: '1 , .

than support from a specific-source.. Similarly, 50 respondents Indicated

Support undem the GI BIll,'althou§h ew, if any, would have been-eligible

fOr these, benefits so shortly after leaving high'l±ahool. These students
,

treated ps VA War-Orphan or Survivor's beneficiaries..

Fallowing the adjustments, two edit screen's were iMpoied-in order to

. -

. - -
identify cases .with potentially "bad" _data. First, any student, who, re-

porte than 000 in total -financial support' (for a 9 month ichool.

year, basis) was identified. Second, for the remaining Students, the total amount

of financial support was compaPed to the reported (plus imputed) costs of

attendance. Ln Cases Where the differences were greater than $250, the

total amount.pf financiarsupport was compared to the institutional budget.

if the, amount of total support ranged from 25 percent below the institutional
.

, . ,

*

-,.

. .

.budget to.50 percent above the institutional budget, the reported fin-
.

, - .. .

. :.__ancial .support data vas considered to be'acceptable: All other cases were
i

'

L.

, ' 4 . flagged to indicate the preseice:of potentially "bad" ciala. These fatter
.4%

'students might have repofted their..anspked. schplardhip supportfor,ali
a, , ,,

four- yeas or.inalUded the total amount of their savings rather qpnlisting

the amount from these sources used to meet current educational costs.

With a more 'elaborate editing strategy.-- perhapsrequIrjng a.case-by-

case Manual check-Imany of these pPoblems could.have been addressed.

23
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However,, it was not-possible to develop a simple computer procedure which

could make these rather specific adjustments in an efficient manner.

As,a result of the manipulations and screens, an additIonall4 per-

cent:of the full -time 1972 -73 students in the NLS were identified as re-

,porting "bad" data. This 1 es.about 75 percent, of the -study group

respondents (7,709 case who provided 'an Accurate and reasonable accounting

of their sources:of financial support. For much of the data analysis be-
,

tw, only these respondents are included."

3. Aid/Offer Responses

All-HLS respondents were asked to provide-information about the types

and amounts of financial aid offered from up to three postsecondary im-
p

stttutions. 5

.

A total of 9,910 resporidents reported.thet they had applieckto at

least one postsecondary institution priorto October, '1973. This total
.

.. - '-e-.. -

is considerably less than the 12
!
104 respondents identified as enrolled

.,,

'during the 1972 -73 acadeMic year orthe estimated 15,889 respondents eligible

to answer the "school finances" questions in the First Follow-Up (see

Figure II-1). For Many respondents, the completion of a 24 page survey

document may have required more effort than_they were willing tp make.
f%

Others may have beervfouled-up In the routing. Still others may have
i

'
.'

refused to answer these questions because they had pcovided the informatton

earlier (question 17). And, some* may have been routed

.

because the directions perMit.only those whoLhave "fo

the questions
-

Ily applied" to

continue in the section. / For whatever reasons, the discrepancies rn the

/ Fora...-further"discussion or these problems, see Rice, et al.. (1976).

29,
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case counts atone suggest that.responses to the aid/offer quAtions might
d.

,.
, .

.

not reflect, actual,exierienceS of all thOie Who had-tonsidered en,-
.

. -, .

.
rolling prior to October, 1973. .14t choose to examine this group separately

.,.

. t . ,
,

.

however, nottng'wherecappropriate the possible biases which may inflbince

our- results.

Of thosg-stadents in this study group who were accepted for admission

at thei r first, second, pr third choice, ,the resp6nses to .First Follow-Up
_

.
. . . . -

quOtions 82, 83 and.84 were examined' in detail,. These questions ask the

seudept if he appfied for financial aid at the schoo1.4 and if so, what
. . ,

. .- g' ,

Are the,atoonts of the .aid offered -(if any).

. In general, responses to these questions closely followed the routing

IP ,..
-..patterns.; Students who did not apply for aid and those who applied and

-aid not receive an offer did not report any aid offers in. the subsequent

amountt-seCtion.. On the -other hand, students who applied for 0,4 and re-

'ceived an offer may not have reported any amounts Jn.the appropriate place.

Specifically, an of those .Who applied and reported receiving an offer

_f .

'

fipm their first choice reported an amount for at least one type of fin-
. , #

Jn'the subsequent section. The rema)ning 13% either dropped

out"df the rooting `pattern or simply forgot the amount they were offered.

The share of such 'students increases4from 17% for the second choice, to

21% for the,thkrd choice!, M a resultthe number of students with aid

offers from more than ont Jhstitution falls,rapidly from first to 'third

choice.

Most of tire students o did not respond to the aid application

at

don 4fiailse did,not enter an amount."Nevertheless, about 2q% of the

non - responders to the aid application question.for each,institution choice entered

an amotat in the correct-place, and for the purposef-the study these will be

30



ncludeci' In the polo 0 ...:siudents with an aid offer.

1."

C. Missing Data for .Key Explanatory Variables
.

.

A number of th6 kart other variables are -vital for the study of: the

effects-'of student aid. These items are discussed 'separately below.
0 i -

Family intone and SES

-An estimate of fami4y income was obtained from the student in item

93 in. the Base Year questionnaire. / There are, however, three limitations

with the-income data reported, by the Ni.S. respondents. Fir4i,,missit2g data

may introduce bias into the analysis. Abciut 25 percent of the oasis in

the, NLS sample do not have a' family income estimate. About 26.-eicent

of the reSponden6fai led to answer the question. An additional 5 per-

,cent of the sample did not receive either the Base*Year.or First Follow -Up

Form B questiorraites, and therefore were unable to provide' family income`

estimate. / The cases with missing%data constitute d, declining shale of

the appropriate sample when key subpopulations are codpared. The total
,..

.
missing data 'rate is an estimated 2561% for all 1972-73 staents 23.7%

'for all full-time 1972-73 students, and 21.5% for 1972-73 fu11-tine stu-

dents with-accurate school finance data.
4

Second, respondents may provide inaccurate estimates of family. ,incone.

.Creech (1974) fotiii'd.an overall agreement between parent-reported and "4
- .

,student-reported ;st imates of family income of 29 -percent. among Base Year

respondeniL Yery low and ,very high income famillek exhibited the largest

/ If the respondents did not complete a Base Year questlonna5ire, this it

was included' in Fort B of the First Follow-Up.

/ The implications for 'bias in the analysis ar isingfrom the two 'sources

of missing data are quite different. Only the rate is

appropriate for examining the extent -to which certain types of re-

spondents are likely to fail to answer' an item.

31' (
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o,
percent agreement; (see Table tr -1). There are threeproblemi with the

.1

CiIeech analysis that.might- tend to understate the level of agreement,.

ftrst, the lower corre.spondence between parent- and student- supplied.

Information- for "middle" incomes probably reflects the narrowet income

'Intervals In this range -rather than lower accuracy. In addition, by using
g .

the H1..t Intertral-s, Creech would find "no agreement" with a difference of L

f $10 between. the student and pareint est-I-mates students: $15,005;

Rarent: .$111,559). An ,alternate, more reasonable, method that provides

( an "upper bound" mature cg),agreerent would coripar he parent's estimate

with the student interval estimate; accepting student responses in one
, 4

Interval above and one interval below the paren6' estimate aSan "agree:Mint."
...

A -further problem with Cieech's agreement measure is the lack of precision

in the'ques on stem itself; Respondents are asked .to provide an estimate.

0

4

- .
of famliy income without Specifying a particular year. For stucients this

could lead to an estimate of "permanent" income; they would tend to ig nore
A

year-to-year flupfuations. Parents, on the other haqd, might report current,

year income. / If true, 'Creziechis table would be ;comparing two different

inures of ipsome.,
_ , . it,

A final limitation is that the family income: estimaied"by each- lit.S. ,

I . .
. ,

.wsponfient 'falls' withfn income'lnteryals up-, to $3,000 wide-.01 509 wide

near the me.diar\ incon)e,level for' all, families). One of the major concerns
. , / -

_. .

is that thege. Interval 'estimates, can hide the actual relationship between., ,
,

ncodre and pa- rental support vrthin the Interval.. However, other explanatory

V

3

4

t

yariables {such as educational attainment of the familyhdad) -Might pick

LThe interpretation of the teffect of the income variable will be dif-
ferent depending upon. the definition used permanent or durrent.
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Table 11-1

ED'S Validity Study
. -

Percentage Frequency` Distributions of Family Income

Income
(Donars .

.Percentage Freq.

from Parents

C

less Than 1;000

3,000-5,999

6,06-7,499

,7:500711,99

-9,000-10;499

10,500-11,999

12,000-13:499

13,500714,999

15,060-18.1300

`Omer 18,000

No Re4i)onse
-

Overall rate of agreement

3.18

11.05

8.14

9.34

10.82.

/:52

8.92'

7.80

15,.4

15.04

4.68

7

Percentage Freq.
from Students'

Percen t

Agreement_

0
5.64 73
t -

8.89 49

s

7.67

8.81

10.31

20

29

1,8

,25.

'40

6.53 11

15

10.32 44
.

5.23

18.65

29%

Source: National Longitudinal Study, AppendiX F, Table 7216,

p. F-226.

(reproduced from Creech [1974],- p.108)

C

.33
4
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up soMe_pf the Variation removed when an interval estimate:(rather 'than a

point estimate' of income- 4s used. For example, within the 43,000:to 46,000

._Income inteival -a faTily with a high school graduate as head of household

wiil-probably have anineome closer to $6,D00 than a family with a non-

high school graduate as Its head. In'thls case,'it is'important that as

much of the variation in partntil support which isnot'caused by financial
.

-.

aId be explained; The Inclusion of other SES variables can help, overcome

the:Ifmitation of groUped income data.

For some purposes, a less precise measure of family Income and-wealth

can be used. For every HIS respondent with vallp responses Co aC'least"

two of five.component variables, an index of socio-economic status (SES)

has beencomputed. Hissing responses'%4Ore imputed using the component

mean from available responses for the designated subpopulation. / 'As a.
.

.resdlt, SES missing data rates for all sample rembers.150%. Among full-

.

-time 1972-73 students in the NLS,labout 1% do not have a computed SES

stole (see Table A-2, Appendix 11--A).

24. Racial/EthniC Group

1

The respondent indicated his racial /ethnic group in item 84 of the

Base Year questionnaire (if no BAge Year questionnaire was filed, this

Information i,ss"collected in Form_Frof the First Folloo-Up document).

. ,

About 7 percent of all NIS cases do not have-a racial/ethnic identification.

The SES index is computed
. 2) mother's education; 3)

. :5) houSehold items.- (Sege

/ Fir imputation, the res
program,. and aptitude.

from five compostents: 1) father's 'education;

parent's income; 4) father's occupation;

RT1 '(1975)).

dents aro stratified by race, high school

e HCES (1976)..
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..-
4

Again, responden ts who did not return a Base-Year questIonnaire and- also

did not receive the First.Follow-Up Form B questionnaire (i.e., .received

First-LFfrst FOlIctrO\form A only) Are not asked the racial/ethnic question.
-

7111.7-means that actual non-reI onse is much tower -- closer to 2 percent.

r Creech also tentatively con0.111k& that nq-whites are slightly more 41kely

=

-to-havebeen bon-responders than whites. Ttle missing data rates for the

key subtiopulations are quite similar (see Table A -2, Appendix 11=A).

Studentbility
7

Two separatttrea sures of achievement/ability are taken from the MIS

file. The most appropriate measure for the.study of the distribution of

student financial aid is the score on a standardized college admissions

test. .About 8,000 HLS respondents have either an ACT or SAT score on the

HLS file. All have been converted to their SAT-equivalent using tAlcoo-
!

cordanae tables develc!)ped by Chase and Barritt (1966). With the assistance

Of Rex Jackson at the Educational Testing Service, HLS Te4 Book scores

were converted to their SAT equivalents. for students without a reporped

ACT or SAT score. / Without converting= Test Book scores, 42.0 percent of'all

1972-73 students on the'NLS file do not have a reported SAT or ACT score. Using

1

the SAT-eq uivalents of ELLS Test Book scores for respondents with no SAT or ACT

score, the missing data percentagedrops to 13:4 'percent of 1972-73 full-

tfme students with accurate financial data (see Table A-2, Appendix 11-A).

A second measerre of student achievement/ability is given, by the

-

.

high school grade port average. Using,data collected from high schooj

I The concordance tables are indorporatpd in a communication from Mr.4

3ackson to de author, dated August 3, 1976. The general procedure

is outlined in.liumphrey,Doermannis paper, "The Future Market for'Collge

Admf ons,i in,CEEB (1976).
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,- - ..
counseldrs In the,S1t1F, the NLS sample member was assigned a grad point

/ ,yr"- -.--
.

on a 14 point scale. _/ in the entire saple, high school gracies ...,/

Ailre missing from 17.5-percent_of the cases.- Cases without an SRIF account. ,

forabout7percentagepointsof,tim missing data rate. Comparable missing,

data percentages for'all 1972-73 students, and 1972-73..full time students

with accuratelsChool finances data are 10.9% and 16.4 %, respectively.

4. Institution Type and-Control

Three institution type and control code variables are present.on

the aiialysis file. NLS respdndents were asked to identify the appropriate

type and control codes for the institution actually attended during the

1972-73academic year. The estimated combined non-response on the type/

control item deci-eased from 12.3% for all 1972-73 students to 3.2% for

1972-73 full time students with accurate school finances data.

The institution type and control code information is also available

, from the College Board LInked.NLS-Insthtutional file. Since these are

institutinn-provided codes, they are likely to be more consistent and

accurate. Further, the categories are probably more useful for the study

Of institutional financial AU practiCes'and any resulting inferences for

- public policy.

Jenison(1916.) reported that 10 to 15 pertent of the postsecondary iasti-
.

tutions coded on the NLS master file could. not be linked with Institutional data

from the Colfege Board file. =For-1972-73 students, Bl% hid the CEEB type/

control code appended to`their NLS record. For the 1972-73 NLS full-time students

4

/ ETS'converted reported gipilanumeric and numeric grade point averages to

the 14 point scale. Where high school grades are not reported, the grade
average has been imputed'from class rank (See RTI (1179);.Appendix H).
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.

,_with only accurate financial _data 88.5 pe were .flagged 'with the College

goard insfituilonticode.

--A more detailea institution classification was,ddveloped by the

Carnegie -Commission._ This classification emphasizes institutional

mission by distinguishing among, major research,Ooctora4 an4 compAhensiVe

colleges. In many cases,ithe classification would also reflect differenCet

per student costs (see Chapter IV below). Carnegie institutional

codes are available for 83.3%.7of the respondents' attending -tim In

1972-73 reporting accurate school finances data.

D. Representativeness of NL..5.Sample

As finalstep_in thedata evarilation stage, the selected sample

of 1972 -73 full -time entering freshmen With accurate finances data was

reweighted to correct for cases dropped due to elisting or inaccurate

"seloo), finances" data (item.47). Rewelght facto.% are assigned to mem-

bers of the selected study group sample according to student SES score

And high school. grade point average quartiles. In effect, the larger

_the school finances rion-response for students of a given SES scare and

grade point average 44artiie, the larger the reweight factor. Almost

all of the reweight adjustment factors ranged between 1.0 and 1.5: For

.

respondents with no SES or high school grade point average,'a rewejght

factor of 7.0 was necessary'.. These cases account for a yery small share

--of the total sample (less than one-tenth of one percent); hence, this
s,

la r-ce factor is not likely fOrgreatly affect the reweighted distribution

of respondents.

Table 11:-2 distributes the reweighted Sample of 1972-73 ILLS full-time

freshmen by institution type and control. Since data elements collected

in both the Base -'Yeaf and First Foliow74 questlonnaire5 are employed,
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;able 11-2

1972-73 ENTERiNG FULL -TIRE FRESHMAN ENROLLMENTS
(Weighted Count)

Public Four-Year
?Wolfe University
Other Public Four-Year

/ Two -Year

Private Four-Year ,

Private University
Other~ Private Four-Year

Private Two-Year

HON- COLLEGIATE

Proprietary

YoCational

Other

FIRST-YEAR ENROLLMENT.
thousands)

r
.

National HCES - ACE
Longitudinal Fall_ Freshmiil`

Study Enrollmentc Norms.
--- ,..

1972-73 . 197 1972

Full-Time Full -T me, FulITUme:
Entering First-Time Firit-Time_

Freshmen Students Freshien

1,522

1,367 1,590 1,558'

.646 624 573

263 266 281

383 358' 292

34744 563 553

315
383

376

77 78

238 267 299

32 52 55

154

77 NI

`57-

20

WI. NI. I V,

SOURCES: Col. (1):-NHatiOnal Longitudinal Study (1975).
Col. (2): HatiOnal. Center for Education S'tatistics (1974a).

Col. (3).: American Council on Education (1972). -1
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.

Only respondents with both survey documents are included in the weighted

I

4

4. ,._

-

counts:- The weighted cou nts compare quite wells with the institution-
:.

provided enrollments as reported by NCES and the American Council on 'Education.
.,-

In most sectors, the weighted NLS sample exhibits slightly lower.first-year
4

enrollments than do the institutional data sources. The reweighted NLS
j c,

full-time4billalment at:public two-year postsecondary institutions totals. an '

. . . .

......-/ ,
. .

.

estimated 350,000, nearly 200,000 less than the first-year full-time enroll-

vents reported by the institutions themselves. Since the NLS does not include

older fiiPt:year postsecondary students, differences of this size are not

unexpected.
A

As a simple aleck for potential, response biase'e, the reweighted sample

was portioned again across family income, racial/ethniigrobp, sex, apd

achievement/ability categories. The resulting distributions are presented in

-
- Table 11-3 along with similar distributions of respondents in other 1972-73

postsecondary samples. Given the differences in sample composition and

survey items, the weighted distribution of entering full-time freshmen in

the NLS by income, race, and sex compares quite well wittithe other dis-

trigtions. Since SAT scorei,bave'geen imputed for NLS'respodents for whom

no scores were available, the differencei in distribution e student s by

.SATscore are to be expecte

Among the three attrihrtes, NLS respondents were most, likely 'to omit an .

estimate of family income. The income non-responder was slightly More likely,

I

./Thii pro4dure.also reduces 'the missing dale rates for.ianyof thekey .

variables examined above. particular,.the family income variable :-

missing aatarate declines to In, rocial/ethnic'data to 2;; SAT-equivalent
to 2%; and a merged: ristitutional type and control code to-M.
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Table-11-3
. /

_ . ,

A Comparison of the Wei4hted Distributions
=
of Respondents in 1932 -J3 Postsecondary Surveys

-. by Key'/EConomieand Dethojraphic Attributes '.

ATTRIBUTE-

National

Longitudinal

Study c

/ /

PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS,

College
American _ Entrance

4-Council on Examination _

Education

1972 -73 _1972-73 :-- -672

,e ,Full-Time --Colli§late 5ilollu:le-.

EnteringFull-Tide

'Freshmen freshmen__Ai: --.- . Seniors
,--.

-FAMILY INCOHEa tow:q

Under , $ 7,500 '19.5

$ 7,500 - $10,500 21-.0

:$10,500 -$15,000 -28.0

Over -.105,000 )1.5
L.

RACJAPETHH1C GROUPu 100,0 :

,

Villit
.

87.5
Olacle ,-

_6:6-

Hfspapic 2.4

Other- ,. 3.6

fry
SEX .- log.0

,,. I
'Hale 50.2

Female '. -49.8 '-

AC01EVEHEHT/ABILITY SATf 100.1

tinder 800
800 7' 950

95Q 1,100
OVei-,1000

43..5

-1 - 19.G
20.3
16.7

(Table-II-3 continued)

'100.0 '99.0. ,`

20.2 -

19.8 '..
26.5 vtJr 27.5
37!

102,1

87.3
-

2.4

4.9

Ipo.0

53.9
46.1

33.9

ma/

87.0_
8.0
2.0
3.0

oo.o

51.3i.
48.7

100.0

32.0-

25.0
22.0

23,0



IlljsIng data,rates for the family income attribute are 17 percent for
,the:reweNhted NLS,entertng full-tlmdtfreshmen.an4 IZ percent for College-
Bound- Seniors completing the Student. Descriptive Oesil.onnaLre (not avail-

-;dvalIallle7for ACE Norms).:.
"*:-

_ .

r1 ISSirig data-rates .for the racial/ethnic group attribute are 1.3i for the
_regetghted,NLS.entering full7time freshMeni and 2.1$ 'for College-Bound
Seniors completing the Student Descriptive Questionnaire (not available._
"f6r:ACE Norms) ,r.

c
For NLS entering full-time freshman, SAT score Imputed from available

iLACT or ilLS Test Book score. Distribution for Oallege-Bourid Seniors
Includes test takers who did not complete the student` Descriptive
Questionnaire (increasing the Opulation size-for,this Item only by
50.percent)' andifS based on verbal score oniy,

/

-SOURCES:
1- 1.;

Col.(1): see text; Col. (2): Ameri.an Council on Education [ 1972];
Col. J3): College Entrance Examination Board r1374].

s
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to be_white.,and lower Witty, but the distrrbutions. are marginalry affected
r

the non-respondents are excluded.
_ ..

4 o

rl

ti

42



, .

4 .

Appendix 11 -A

Case' Counts and MI ss ini 'Data :Rites
for Key NLS Subpopulations
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4

a v

Table A-Tz- , /
. /

e .RESPONDENTS IN DEFINED MS STUDY GROUPS
-- -- R,Y SOURCE 0 COUN'TS- .

. ,
.N.4

a

114

Enrolled
October,_ 1972

Enr01.1.ed-FuLl

-='October /1972"

Source of Cou nts
%

s-
_ -

,
/

t.
.

CEEB NIS IILS

Screened Enrollment Question. . ActiVity State
:Count --COnnt .;-COuat-

_,

(1) 12). (3).
.... .

12,103

10,189

11 421

,795b

I 10,272

.glicIhdee all ryes" responses to- question 29a ialfirst Follow -Up.

bIncludesliatudeats who answered questions in 2972 enrollment section.

cIncluassa* "yeW' responses to question 29a in First FOtbw-14tplus
ihossinlIpating full time study is telephone (:)11014-te.-

dIacludeb.4ed fulk=time stliden'ts4
,k

(Colktr, See text
Ute

, ,

Column t2): Tabulated from responses tb questions 29a and 331 in the
. ,_: First Follow-Up. See'RTII [1975], .

. ' ,

f ow .1 '
Column (3): Tab ed fram responses to questions 29a an4 33b is the

'w . Fi ollow-Up plus telephone follow up' of respondents

Who failed RTIIS itIcay", quesiion.screen. See RT1 p..975]..

.47
t.

t .

s
.

. .

44
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r.

0

Table A-2

HISSING DATA Fi3enT---VARTAR7 TS SY WINED KIS STUDY G4OUPS

/

.

*....-

Vastly Income and SFS

All HU Respondents,

.,

(21.3213 respondents)

.

1972-73 )LS Students

.....(12,104 respondents)

.c.r
1972-73 Full Tine

ifIS Students ,

(10,49- respondents)

1972-73 Full tint
ns Students ulth
Ac. Curate Financial

. Data

(7;709 respondents)

Humber
'with

Hissing
Data

5:535a

, 605

*
1.547S

HA

3,733

Percent
. vith

Hissing
Data

26.02

. 2.8

7.1

.

'lumber.
vith

pi-Using
6.---Data,

3,035b

278

880b

P. 5,018

?,047

,...

PercerZt
ititis

Hissing
Data

25.12

2.3

.
7.3

42.0

16.9 . ,

Number ..
with

Missing
Data

2,410°

'91

730. .

3,801

1,698

Percept
(chez
hissing

Data

..

23;72

0.9 ,

7.2

37.3

16.7
.'

-

'

Amber
- with
giising

Dais

1,646,0

31

-
53..b

1,036'
.
1,2,07

.; .

`

Percent
with

HAsini
Data

--21.4Z

0.4.

6.9

.

13.4

16.4

Parental Income

SES Raw Score

Rectal/Ethnic Group .

'Student Achievement /Ability

SAT-Equivalent *

lligh School CPA
.

1 5

45
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ITEM

concluded

ms STUIff GROUP

tir

I ...-...

.

.

.

,

_ - _ _ ........

-

linlatit.stiCCI Type

All XIS Respondents

/4

(21,328 respondents)

1927-731LS Students

(12,104 respondents)

_.

)

, ..

1972-73 Pall Ties
.- ILS Students

/

(10,189 respondents )

1972-13 full Ilse
KIS Students with
Accurate-riclel

. Data -,

' (7:709 respondentaY

Number'
with.

Kissing
Data

..

4
NA .

KA

/Percent
with
Missing
Data -- i

Amber
with

Hissing
Data

-..

1,493 .

2,305c

2,946d

Perdent
with
Hissing
Data

I2.32

19.0

.-24.3

Ikaber
with-

Kissing
Data :

423

1,1501

2,080g

Percent
, with

Kissing
Data

a

4.22

15.2

20.4

.

liuMber
, with
Hissisi

. Data

236

8$1.1

1,230

Percept
4+16
Missing
Data

3.12

11,4

16.7 il
t

1,-

la

XIS Type/Costrol

VE3 TTPe

"carnealleT7Peh.
Al:siDclude 1,113 students wborenswered Porn A only. Corrected nos- response weld be 20.52 for income and 1.6Z for race.

°Includes f97 students who answered PO-te, A only.--Corrected non-response.would be 19.32 far income and 1.5Z for race.
4,/nAlDdWs 19 cases with 'Central office" losrlruPleral data for wklcb the CUD code Is actually zero.
°Includes 660 cases with institutional data but no Carnegie Code, le., the =sales= is absent. Corrected non - response would be 18.92.

°Includes 580 students who answered Form A only. Corrected non-refiOnse would be 18.02 for incase and 2.52 for race.

trawqmPs 17 cases with institutional data and a zero CEEB cods. gIncludes°547 cases with institutional data but no ACE segment.

°Includes 434 students who answered taly Fore A.- COrrected non-response would be 15.72 far Income and 1.2Z for race.

timbales 13 students with a !central office' institution. , linciudes 420 students with institutional, data butinACE segment.

kSAT-equivalent sopre were augmented by converting KLS Test battery scores into SAT equivalents for students

who bad no SAT or equivalent..
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CHAPTER

STRETCHING THE FINANCIAL AID BUDGET: The Packaging of Awards

Student financial aid is the principal means by which public

makers at all levelican intervene in Institutional admission and financial

-aid practices.. This chapter presents a conceptual*framework of Altutionai

decision- making from/which-hypotheses about the effectiveness of Federal

-----
student aid policy can be derived,'

IL -An Overview
C

The basic'frameworik for studying the determinants of aid awards-to

I- -

.studentstcomes from Miller [1979] and is traceable to earlier work by

WlIllamso; [1963] and Niskanen [1970]. When applied to our primosed research,

the analytical framework can be briefly described as follows: if institutions

(and Federal ai programs,..thro4gh_the institutions) seek to enroll

with certain attributes to meet specific objectives,cthen financial

be used as a means of attracting students with the attributes they
*4

For example , low-income and minority students. may receive relative]

aid offers if the institution (and the.nation, with publIC fundp)

encourage equal educational opportunity. Large and attractive aid

be offered to the most able, motivated'students if the institution

to develop and maintain a high academic quality.

students

aid will

destre.

y,larger

s trying to

packages may

is attempting

The Institutional Framework

,Institutions engaged ,in postsecondary education:exhibit at lease-one of
1

several unique features which distinguish them from mottother producers of ,

goods and services in the economy. Three characteristics of institutions

in. the postsecondary education industryfare obvious: the-blending of public

and .private funds; -the ability to charge different 'prices" to diffd-ent



students; and, the presence-Of non-profit incentives.

-o

4

.-Blending of:Oublic and private funds% At nearly all postsecondary

institutions,-.operating revenues are obtained from both public d private

sources. Thus, since partof their revenues are derived from pr yate sources.

-
(e.g.., students, endowments, privategiving), institutions classified in the

"public" sector are not en rely public enterprises. Similarly, even though

some institutions are prof t-making, their receipt of public furids for student

aid and other use suggests., that these enterprises are not altogether "private."

f

,Charging different. "prices.': Through application, admissions, and financial

aid procedures, postsecondary institutions are able to identify certain types

of students. Oncethe applicants are identified, differemt policies for

admission gnd price can be established for different groups. That in-state or

in- district students are preferred both admissions and pricing (via lower

,r

in-state or in-district tuitions) is an obviouS example of thepublic.institutionist.'

ability to charge different "prices" to different. students. The packagjng of

iifinaffcial aid permits further differentiation in "price" among students.

Aursuing non-profit objectives. Most-postsecondary institutions are chartered

as public or non-profit institutions. Subject to financial.solvency, thq non-

profit institutionn is free'to pursue institutional and public-objectives other

, than maximizing the differenie between total revenues and total costs. Even

.
proprietary institutions might be expected to forego extra profits whilespursuing

4
other objectives,

strained by

. is considerable.

These latter institutions are not likely to be tightly con-
.

t forces. Hence, the scope for managerialnow-profit behaVior

in view of these characteristics, a more general framework of the goals,
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actIvities1 and constraints of the, postsecondary institution must be developed.

L institutional Goals

The postsecondary institution can be viewed as.attempting to achieve a

n9Tberof partly overlapping pnd partly competing objectives,. One of theSe

objectives might include a countinuing contribution.to the creation of new know-1

redgethrough-battc research. Another Institutional objective might be providing

, public services in an institutionally-run hospital or an agricultural extension

program. For the most part, however, the educational institution devotes the

largest share of its. available resources.to developing a supply of tralned

manpower. Within this broad mission of teaching, the institution maxattempt
,

to achieve several ;Chi's. Promoting equal'. educational opportunity through the

training Of increasing numbers of low income and mfnority students is one ex-

ample. Enhancing institutionat -prestige and quality through the training of

relatively larger'numbers of high ability students is another. -One can imagine,

within this broad mission, several other "enrollment" goals.-- developing an

internationally heterogeneous student body; changing the relative numbers of

in-state or in-city students; altering the enrollment distribUtion among fields

of study (see Beckand Ryan [l971). 4

Thus, two similtaneoui goals might be postulated. First the postsecondary

.institution would attempt to attract and to enroll the g eatest number of

qualified applicants. Second, the institution would attempt to attract and en-

roll greater_numbers of applicants from the groups of students which contri-

bute most tor Institptional objectives (the "enrollment" goals above

_/Thi.s conception of student types follows the treatment in a number of similar

'studies. studying the provision of heaith care.in hospitals, NeWhouse [1970]
distinguishes between "quantity" (of beds) and "quality" (of equipment, private

rooms, etc.). 'Niskanen [1970], Migue and Belanger [1974], and Williamson E1963]
agree that same discretion in pursuing non-profit goals is present in a-wale

variety of. institutional settings. Their separate models lead to different
hypotheses about how the discretion is exercised, but this disagreement does not
alter the basic pdint:,Institutions can pursue more than profit - maximizing or

'quantity-max.Imizing goals.

5,19



The assumption that the Institution does attempt to achievi these and
.

_goals 'implies that applicants for admission are ranked or sorted in

i

I

some fashion accOrding to their attributes. Applicants with specific attributes

are valued according to their marginal contribution to institutional
, -

. ,
.

More formally, let U be the objective function of the institution, where E
k

are the numbers of enrolled students with specific aitiibutes, kl

(1) U = utek,. 0: k = n .

rn
The enrollment of an additional student with attribute k provides a "marginal

return" intwo ways. First, the enrollment contributes to the-total enrollment

goal. Second, the enrollme: contributes to meeting a specific objective or

to performing a specific institutional function.

2. Admission and Financial Aid Offer Decisions .

. From-the institution's standpoint, two steps precede the actual disbyrte-
.

,

meat of funds: application/admission and financial aid offer.
..

in the first step, institutrafts accept applicants in accotopellug with ad-

missions policy. in many cases, the applicant must meet minimum academic standards.

In other instances, a maximum number of out-of-state or out-of- district applicants

may be admitted. The institut4On's attempt to Promote equal educational

opportunity may call or recruitment of minority and disadvantaged students. Where

the ;IAtsecondary institution hgs adopted an open admissions policy, the sc

of admissions decisions is, of course, greatly reduced.--/

/AdmisSions and reards staff may still #e required to judge the qualifications
of applicants (e.g., high school diploma or equivalent). The more detailed
evaluation of student capabilities and student attributes would not be necessary,.
'however4F 7

41.

53
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More generaily,'let Mk be the number of applicants with the kth attribute
"-)

and Mkt be1the number of admitted applicants, Men, the admissions constraint is

given by:
ti

(Mk)

-in no, instance can the institution admit more stud6tshf a given type k
7

than apply.
4k

=

Of the admitted applicants, some proportion. will actually enroll. Miller

11575] calls this proportion the "show -up" rate, ak. Thus,

(3) Ek = ak x Mk*

The show-up rate, ak, really represents draggregate demand relailonship

forpoteatial students with,the kth attribute. The institution can affect the

show-up rate by offering financial aid to reduce the net'uprice" of an enroll-

ment to the family. While itcannot predict hoW any sU6gle family will respond

to tide aid offer, the institution can estimate how the financial aid offer (Ai,k)

wiiI af5ect the show-up rate. Hence,

/ ak = f (Al,k , for all i programs.

HereL)

(4a) 3a-t

4%ak

aAjo;

(4c)

>0

aa
k

aAh,k

3a
k

3a

3A i,k

54
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4 Three-*tonditions are imposed on'the 'Show-up'rate function (4). First, a
4 ;

financial aidelper will increase the show-up 'ratafor potential students

with attributk k tip). Second, different types of fin1Pcial aid can have
) 6%

'different effects en-the showup rate (4b): -Finally different types of

students may not respon&to identical aid offers. in the same way (4c).

_3= Institutional Constraints
\.

<
F

As in s behavioral models of this kindt.there.are iosts,associated,
4

with att reach the institution's objectives. Sire theSe costs In-.

flUerice admidsions and finahaial aid decisions, it will be helpful to describe

stroints which impose the costs.%
0 .

'Total Enr011menttonstraint. In most instkutiOns, the student body,-

4.
size cannot aceed a given number of students, E . This upper bound on size

lies, for the most part;imen defiried by the, institution's physical cjpacity.

in some cas s? the total enrollment constraint has be

boards, stateNqr.local executives, or state legislatu

Imposed by govei-ning

- While this con-

seraknt was probably a major influenceoin admissions and Ilnancial 'aid practices

'in Xhe middle and late 1960's, the general -decline in the rate of growth of

enrollments has likely diminished its impact.

E* < EEk -2

. .. . .
,

... .

TWo sets of institutions might still be ,confronting a total enrollment' A

constraint. First, the very high quality public and privateinstitutions are

,probably receiving moremore applicatio s from qualified potential students than

.

their facilities or imposed limitati can a comodate. -Second, the rapidly
.1 -

exparOing comrduter schools -- public Communit .andlvocational school and
e ., ,

.

urban state foil/Year colleges -- may b experiencing a growth in en llmentst).
, ,

. .-,.-

that severely strain's facilities, staff and state or local Oro]
. .

/ it
planning targets.

4' 55
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Instructgonal Budgi ttodstrai:nt, Simply stated, 4pcome for instructional/

111-7

purposes ftoo tuition,;fees, public subsidies, and private sources must cover

nelcosts associated With this function.. AAPelf6ese funds.are inadequate,
-

unrestricted funds which. were available. for student aid might-be diverted to

#'

meet instructional costs. In particular, let C = instructional costs per

student. Then,

46)

where

C-EEk. t TFEEk + GEEk + IEek +

IF= stated tuition and fees' per student

G = federal state, and local subsidy per
student

, I = endowment income per student

P eprivate gifts and-bequests per
0. 'Itudent

=ructionNote that Exp; thewsum of all fixed-and variable costs on rri

ailocited per student, can vary with the level of total enrollment (See

.*

W, Verry [1976]for a discussion of institution scale effects).- As Figure 1I-1

demonstratei, increasing enrollments up to EL Will permit scale economies and _

lower average instructional costs. Froomkin E19761 Iw pointed out, howvier,

that about -at rd of all poitsecondary'institutions experienced a decline in

enrollments from 1970-71 to 1973,-74. Further, those institutions which-lost .

,4e- students also faced rising average costs of instruction. While partly attribu-
,

table to the fixed costs faced by institutions in the short run, these findings
,

'also suggest a possible loss of sCattieconances(stidkng below EL), with the
-

accompanying need to meet costs through tuition increases or*.a reallocation Of

ijdWtutional fundi.
,

.

, _ .

.. .
.

G

On the other hapd,-there_is 90 inherent reasonfor the irmtitutioh to

i

\olberate,lt the ledtt coseenrollment flitel. Indeed, as.noted above, so long

S

%.....

..

.,
if/:.
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POTENTIAL SCAL4 ECONOMIES: AVERAGE I STRI4CTIONAL COSTS

0

Enrollment

I
as funds are available- to me4Z the associated costs, the institution may

choose to operate,at any enrollment level in attempting to pyrsue institutional

goals.

Student Aid Constraints. Funds for financial aid are received from a

number of sources, both public and- private. The distribution of these funds
.

is subject to three simmltaneous constraints: auard.constraints, packaging'

/14P
constraints, and budget constraints.

*1st Federal'aid programs,-and a number oC state and private programs, are

categorical. That is, restrictions may be imposed to limit student eligibility

-and award amounts of specific student types. For exaMpri in 1972 -73 the

'Federal EOG program limited eligibility to students with annual family income

-below $9,000 and limited awards to one-half of the total financial aid package.
. _

. ,
. _ . .

57
,41
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_

o
0

0 4 1
-.Alteenatively, some state a-1 and fundt'from endowments and gifts are

.

.. 11. '. t
.

.eesentiA,Ily iinrestOcted.. ,:these funds can be used to 'meet the matching re- .. /

quiremepts .in. the categorical pro&ams or to make awards subject to rnstituti,onac
. . -. r- 1..

..

To reflect the restricted use of some.student.a14
.

funds, let V; : 1 be-a
11.1tr'-'

vecf6F-of j award donstri4n6 affecting the size of award ttstudents iii th
.

,

attributek in the ith student aid program. Each element in the vector reflects
.

independent program eligibility and award criteria, or-6gram matching requirements,
e

and packaging policy, etc. .If A
1,k

is the award of fInancil aid to,the stu-
'.

.

dent with attribute k (where Al
..

is a vector of I aid types -- grants (EGG,

State), loans (liDS1:: etc.), and work), the student aid award can be expressed

as:

(7) Ai'k k<'V.
i

4. for all i and k.

A. k = ith type offinancial ai.d1,
offer to' fhe kth type of student'

.

(grant, loan,.or work; or, specific
progrim, Such as EGG, HDSL)

V. . = jaward constraints in the ith
1,i,

studenteald prograp for the kth
type of student.

A ',

inanci na1 aid might be distributed on criteria other than need (defined

.. ..

as total cost* of attendance (TCk) minus expected family contrno:ution.(PCk)),

BuWin al t every instance, the total aid package will not exceed total

cysts of attendance. This limilation can be labelled the packaging constraint
.

trepresented as:

E A.
I

/
,k

411p

for the student with attribute k.

I

I

IMO
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Filthily, a student aid budget constraint limiti the total disbdrsements

that can be made of the iCh tyke of student aid. This constraint is shown
4

(9) E A E <
k

l'k k

0.

Ars

for'all I types of student aid.

C. The Student Aid Distribution function

Conceptually, the institution Will attempt to enroll specific numbers

411

41.

of students of a given type in striving to meet 'Is goal's. In practice; it
. JO.

is the admissions staff and financial aid staff, through 16eir

who Implement policies which are intended to serve the institution's objective§.

These administrators view applicants in tight of their attributes and their

enrollment probabilities, admitting th2se for wham the potential return to the

insti .tution is greater than the 'associated costs of enrollment. In this case,

tfie marginal return can be defined as the contribution the additional kth type

A
of student makes to institutional objectives plus any tuition income received.

The costs include tuition waivers and other subsidies required to provide the

instructional resources for the enrollment of the student.

More formally, naximize institutional objectives (I),btubject to the enroll.?

ment constraint (5), the instructional cost constraint (6), the student aid

constraints` (7), (8),: (9), and admissions and offer cont raints (2) and (3).

V

1
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* U (Ek)

X (E* - EEO*

f(TF+G-1-1+P)-kEk

kr (TCk - fAi,k)

ZEE Ti k EA 11ii k -;j,k
.2kij ,J,

E Y [EA -E - 8.]

k 'k
.k

+ E (Hk m:)

*,
E (Ek - ak l4)

. ,
.

By assuming Akt the admissions and aid offer constraints are not binding,
..,

the, partial derivatives of the Lagrangian in,(10) can be set tozero to obtain

4 w , -a
,

:

the first order equilibrium conditions for enr'o'llments of specifiz types of

,'

\udents (see Appendix ill-A for the derivaticin).

--- Of particular interest Fn this study is the student aid drstribution

function. Taking the partial derivative of the Lagrangian with respect to
A

the type of student aid (Al,k) gives the first order equilibrium condition or

the distribution of student aid (seeApOeddix 111-=A)__ From this, the student

aid distribution function can be deicribed. 'That is, student aid may en-

courage greater number's of,desired _types oOtudents to enroll; these enroll-
, .

meats contribute to both ins_ti.pOtonal objectives and institutional revenues.

.,,,.

Balanced against these benefits are the adde costs for instruction, space, and
. .

student aid.
-

Subinitting this implied student aid distribution function to empirical test

can. provide estimates of the extent to which institutional and national ob-

jectives and constraints explain the financial ald award to the-student. The

.general form of the aid distribution function can be written as:

GO
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f ttle SATk, Rix Tie 5.TkTCk, PCIe y, TF, G, I, PI4B1,
Vi ,3,k

0
,

th
type of pfinancial aid offer_ the

kth
type of student_

(grant, loan, work; or, specific program, such-as EDG, NDS1.)

Yk- d_sposable family income, ekcluding student earnings

SAT
k = student's SAT score, or other ability meastire-

Rk student's race

= the median family income of irlstrtution
,

NT= the median SAT of the institution (or comparable ability measures)

TCk = totalcosts of attendance

t
P Ck = expected parental contribution

. C = instructional Costs per student

=-stated tuition and fees per student

G = federal, state, and local public subsidy per student,

endowment income per student r

P =.private gifts and_bequests pet student

total student aid budget for ith type of financial aid

211,j,k = progrv,guidelines that restrict the emount of aid to a

particular type of student-(fdi example, only to "exceptionally"

-.needy; fuei-tirre only; -all but Freshmen):

u = random disturbance

4** Briefly, then, the postsecondary institution can be viewed as using student

aid to reduce the netprices to certain types of students in order to encourage
/

their enrollmerit. The./enrokiment Of these types of students (e.g., low income,

minority, high ability) is considered 'to enhance the institution's awn goals.

However,` the actual student aid award is constrained by the limitation on 'total
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4.

-
student.bod size, the need to meet the basic costs,of jnsiruction, and the

requirealents on the distribUtton of student acid. funds.

aim

1

11011

I
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APPENDIX 111-A

Packaging Student Aid: Derivation of Effects

A. TheAnalytical Frameworka

let the institution's objective function be given by:

.where I

UT U (Ek)
I

Ek = enrollments of stbdents with Attribute k

The enrollment functioiican be represented by:

(A.2) Ek = E (Mg, Ai k

where

Mk
= the number of applicants with attribute k

Mk
* = the number of admitted applicants with

attribute k

Ai,k = the ith type of financial aid award to
the kth type of admitted applicant

.

The enrollment function is limited by applicant and admitsionsimnstraints.

Mk* < 1kk

Ek < M k*

4

This derivation draws clOsely,upop the deValopment b%,Miller [1975],, and

related work by Williamson [1963].

.63 Y.



The ffnancial_aid 'award is assumed

applicants who enroll. Litting-ak

applicants who enroll (tile show-up

.E
k
= a

k
Mk*

Zak

A 0
11,k

toAffect the number of adinitted

.represent the share of

rate),

tted

The institution enrolls students subject to a series of Institutional

constraints. These are:

Enrollment Constraint

where

k
EE
k

< E
*

E* = institutional enrollment ceiling
,

Expenditure Constraint

where,

(IF +G+ 1 + ZE1:c >
kEk

IF = stated tuition .and fees revenues per student

G = governmentsubsidy'pgr student.

= endowment income per student ,

p - private gifts and bequestktper student

C = total instructional costs per student



StudenttAid!Awai-d Constra ts-

1.11:16"

4

Tifrk = total student costs of attendace (student budgdt)

L
...._

, -

Ai
,

k
1

< V.
,j,k'

for all j constraints
-,

,

Vij,k = the jth award constraint for the ith
type of student aid to the kth type of student

Several of the Vi,j,k C;Astraints car3, be specifioN:

r
A

(A.7a) 'A.
,k 1

< b. ITCk = -PCk)

(A.7b)
,k

A.
1

< TF

En the equations,

b- .;percent of unmet need to be_fundid in the ith program

PC
k

xpected parental contribution

Ai k* = maximum dollar award to the kth type of student An

the ith student aid program

Student Aid Budget Constraint

/".

kA.
k

E
k

< B
1/

bJ
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Bi = total student aid budget for -the ith type
df student-aid,

Assume that the applications constraint is no; binding. Then, ir

Lairangian can be.formediril ithich the institutiomts objective function

41 (A.1),,As maximized subject toconstraints (A.4) to (A.I3Y:

(A.9) L = u (Ek)

+ a (E* --EEk)

+ [(TF+G-1-1+0'Fk :Fk]

+ it (TCk -

+ EEZ r. [A. 4V1
kij 1,-

+ E 7 [EA.
I,k

'E
k 1

- 8.]

i k

ti

r

Subject-to the enrollment function given by (A.3), the first -ordei-

conditions for a ma are obta ed when the partial derivatives of

(A.9) are set equal to ze articular,
-1!

(A.I0) aL au

3Ek 3Ek

ti

r
a Ek

3TF
EEk + TF 2 Ek

aa
+ aEk

aFk

EEk +
G.

3EEk
.4.5--.,.EEk C k

-"k k 3 E
k

+ E 7 [EAI k]
k ' 66

= 0

as.

./ _o

/
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.

(A.11) 3L- . 22k:
aN,k -aEk aak

Lr3TF 2.Ek.
DEk 3ak

a Ek ;El. aak
a Ek aak

as

3A4k

3G ; .gk. 3ak
4- Oil3,Ek aak 3Ai,k

-,

DEEk

ZEk(-1- TF
k °

k

Lk °ak

DEEk
k 3Ek 3ak ,°1

a Ek 3ak 3Ai,kj,_

.16

aAi 3k4

DEEk

raC 25.k . aak 7F -IF ..e.t Ek. Lic._ wf-
- VL3Ek 3a

k 3Ai,k 7 ik '''':-.:'31.,(Ek 3ak 3A1;k-ij
-

+ Er
azAr,k

3 Ai,k

EEEIr

j aij 'kIC

+ EY
Ck

EAi,k 3Ek 3ak `1

k TEIT 7g77.1,

= 0

Collecting terms in (A.10),

(A.100 au s

3Ek EE
k

TF .

DEEk

k
k 3 Ek

+ 3Ek kEEk G a Ek

3G
DEEk

3EEk',,Sc

0 2E 1< 3 Ek
EE

aZEk

a Ek

- VITA.
k

l'k

, 67



The,firs"alf, of equation (A.10a).shows the margIn11;returns to .they

r " / / '

Institution front the enrollment of an additional student with attribute

The first term representi the non-money objectives (e.g., prroting equal

aucational opportunity,, enhancing institutional prestige)-. To the extent

that low income, minority, or-highly talented students/are admitted, one or ,

more of these hypothesized oblWives would be furthered.

'4441te remaining two terms in dgfirst part of (A.18a) reflect mohetary :

returns to the institution. Where a larger enrollment enables the

institution to increase tuition-and fee charges, income from this simarol

can be increased. In addition, the extra student brings the required stated

tuition and fees with'him or her. Similatly, since state and local government

appropriations are often a function of FTE enrollments, the additional stu-

dent enables the institution to increase its allotment from public funds..

The second half of equation (A.lOa) refers to the marginal costs

associated with the enrollment of an additional student with attribute k.

4
In the first term, the marginal instruct? anal expenses of the institution

might be affected (increased or decreased) The second term represents tfie

capacity constraint: the value of a space in the freshman class when there

are no vacant seats. Finally, the additional student may impose a burden

on the student aid budget.

in/'the shorter period of year to year admissions, institutions are

assumed to behave as if they are attempting,to balahce marginal costs and

marginal returns. Students with the greatest net marginal return (net

of marginal costs) will be admitted first. Admissions of-less desirable

students will continue up to the point at which the net marginal return

js zero.

When-tHe terms' in equation (A.11) are rearranged, the effects of

6°
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.

student 'aid -on the institutional enrollments can be deduced.
,

,

:

(A.11a) 211c. aak

'ae 3a Tr'
k k, ,k

A.-

5 4.1

14'

J1'

/

.

L3Ek '-aak 1717k k
+ TF':1E4.*

1;11k

aik
aak

t

1

..r3G 8 Bak ,

ak T-ak1,1(** EEk 4-*L

t
Lac 21k; aak
aek. aak TAT, k.. k

3EEk
- x k

aak
a Ek aak aA,,k

- .EY rcEEk r.A1

i Lk k '

BEP7
k

"*.

i*11"
k. B

AEk aak
`aak 3A

i,k

EZEIr. : k

kij Ikl P

,

clescrib'ed alcove, the first half of equation (A.11a) represents the

rns to the. institution. But, here.the returns are from the

1k

oEk.,
k aEk 'Zak.

G. ic, a aity,

3ZEk
k aEk "aak

.. aEk 711-c 177:it
t

marginal

award of an additional dol ix. of the -f 1 h type of qtusieni aid; to the kth
..,

.
. f *

, -

type of tudent. As the result of the increment to the award, dnrollmenis

i
'.

,. of students with attribute k are hypothesized tO 'increase with the accom-

14
"contribution to both,margixa,1 returns and marginal costs'. In this

a

respect, equationion (A.11a) rep 1 icates C4 cept for the added marginal

a costs associated with making the stude

The ndw cost terms refer to the student 'a

69

rd.

award constraints. The
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G O.

second to the last term reflects the limit on studen

. to the student's total costs of attendance, the lai
,

series of program restrictions` that limit the amount
-

program to.a student with attribute k.
. ,

/ B: :Determinantis of'Financial Aid Awards

a

.

t a i ds from all sources

t term regresents the

of aid in,any given

Hypotheses about the distribution of different types of financial aid

to different types of students can be deduced from the first order.con-
,

di tion 'described by foliation (A.110

R

Except for the program restrictions, the marginal costs of allocating

aFradditionalt dollar of the ith type of student aid is the same for all

k types 'of students.

The mar§ipa l returns, however!,

type., First, certain types of .5

institution's nonmoney goals',

(A.12)

are l'hypothes

ents may con

au A. au k

aEk aEm

ized to differ by ituder4'

tribute mere toward the

Here, studenttype k might be low income, minority, or in-state while

student type m,pould be hi h incomemaiority, or.out-of-'state.

institution's preference far certain types ofInteracting with the

students ,is the student's
.

aid. In particular,

. .

(A.i;.3t4-

4
responsiveness to .different forms of financial

aEk .aak....oraEm aam
*MID ..mrm.

aak a7 i,k aAm aAeor

3)

At

4

S
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(A.13a)

(A.131))

Bak

I,k aAh,k ' h

aak > aam

aaAirk JIM

Here,'Increases in enrollments of, specifiC types of students in response

1

to the aid award will differ by student type and aidA.

The institution must link these'two. influences together when,packaging

student aid. Whi le increasing he nubers of low income students might be

the desired goal, this type of student may less responsive to small changes

thein "the aid awards. Although increased numbers of high income students might

not be a high priority, relatively small awards could be suff iJent to

trigger a large enrollsnent,respbnse.

The separate effects areoliffkcult, if not impossible, to disentangle.

. Yet, the result of institutional evaluations of students and estimates of

student response can be observed.
.

other variabies ip'(A.11a) refiect_constraints on institutional'

avior. Hence, these must be controlled in Any study of the packaging..

-A of aid. in.particular, the effects of instructionat budgets, student aid
.

` budgets, and awarck.constraints must be considered._ These constraints,

referred to above, are specified in the empirical estimates of Chapter IV:
. .

-... ,
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PACKAGING FINANCIAL AID TO 1972 -73 FULL-TIME FRESHMEN

With the ramaticlrowth in student pid dollars over the last 10 years,

the role of thidostgecondary institution in allocating a large Share of this

.

aid to students has increased in importance.. Since student decisions to enroll

are likely influenced by the amounts and types of financial aid recei d, the

financial aid policies and decisions of institutions are vital-to e insti-

tutions as well as the students.

This chapter draws upon the initiiional framework developed in Chapter

III to explore determinants of financial aid awards to students. The

measurement of key student/family and institutional variables Is discussed

briefly in Section A below. Section 8 contains a detailed description of the

types and amounts of financial aid awarded to different types of students. The

explorations in this and the following two chapters are primarily intended to

illustrate the importance of student/family and institutional variables in

determining the types and amounts of financial aid received.

A. Measurement the riables'

The tables in this chapter contain data taken fromhthe 1972 Mational

Longitudinal Study Base-Velar and First lerliow-UP' data file (NCES,(679)).

and the College Board linked ALS-Institutional data bise (yer(fson (i976))

.
A description of how each variable was constructedls contained in an

appendix to this report.. The maniputations used to adjust for non-response,.

'and reporting errors for financial aid.items are detailed in Chapter 11.

6
.
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For most of the analysis, we limit the study tasantxamination of.pid

awards to 1972-73 full -dime freshmen: While this procedure ameliorates some

of the missing data difficulties, as much as one -fifth of the sample con-

.

tains no data for several of the student/family and institutional 4arlables.

-Only cases with available data are included in the distribution; each table

includes an est172:e.of the share of the unweighted sample excluded due to

'gassing data.

1. Student/Family Variables

Three-student and family characteristics are used to distinguish among

'ttudents attending postsecondary institutions.

Family ncome: Yk. Low income students would be more likely to receive

financial aid from institutions, and to receive larger amounts, if institutions

are attempting to attra these students as a commitment to equal educational

opportunity. Further, ma

Education student aid p

programs -- particularly the Federal Office of

-- target aid on students from low income

N

families. Among others, ete two factors suggest that family income is'

likety to be a key determinant
\

the allocation of id.. The interval

I:estimate providecl' by the NLS respondent (Base Year gm 89) is used as the

\..

measure of family income. The m int of the designated interval is 'taken

to be an approximate, point timateof the.family's income in 1972. _Far-those pro-,

viding income data.in the F* of 1973 an the Form B Follow-Up, these point
-4,

.estimates are deflated by 12 percent. Family income quartiles are established

from the responses of all tILS sample members to Bale-Year item 89._

Studedt Achievement/Ability: SATk. If institutions are attempting.to

.*
attract the most able, motivated students;. then high Sbilit/ students (as measured

4

'

4
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by, their SAT scores) would be more likely to receive aid; to.riceive grants,

_and to receive Larger amounts of aid. Achievement/ability is gauged by an_

SAT- equivalent score. Actual test scores were reported by high school
Moe

counselors on the student's School Oecord-infoi7ation Form. ACT or ilLS

' test book scores Are converted to SAT-equivalent scores for cases with no
. .

SAT score.

Racial/Ethnic Group: Rk. Non- whites- continue4o lag behind whites in

4their rate
,

qf postsecondary enrollment. Equal educational opportunity goals
.

..
-

.

would call for a higher percentage of aid recipients among minorities and

more favorably aid packages -- relatively larger packages with more grants.

The analyses below employ the student-identified racial/ethnic group (Base-

Year item 83) to describe the allocation Of aid to minorities. The eight

categories are condensed to four: 1,hite, bjack, hispanic and other. The

"other" category includes American Indian and Asian-American students. .

2. institution Variables
011

Ten Institution variables are employed to examine the patterns of

awarding and packaging student financial aid. These Va?-iables describe/ge
'-4

characteristics of the 'student body, the sources of institutional revenue

available for instructional purposes, and the amounts and types of student
Or

aid- funds.

pedian Family Income: Y. The ivcome distribution'of the student body

*.

differs among postsecondary Institutions. To theexteht that equal educational

opportunity goals are being'met through studentel, institUtions with a

lower median family income would tend,to have a later share of aid re-,
,

cipients who-- receive, on average, larger amounts of aid and more favorable

slr

f

'74.



packages. Aireacsure of median family income at each postsecondary institution

Is calculated from data supplied to the Office of Education on the "Tripartite"

application. Midpoints are taken asdithe approximate point estimates for each of the

four income intervals and are weighted by full-time equivalent enrollments.

The calculated 1973 median family income is then deflated to 1972 dollars by
'

12 percent.

Median Achievement/Ability: SATs. The academic quality 91'the student

body also differs among institutions. The allocation of aid according to'

the academic capability of the student body can be used to examine the ex-

tent to which student aid is being used to attract the good academic pro -

spects "the sure bets" to prestigious postsecondary institutions. The

American Council on Education's Institutional Characteristics file includes

the median SAT score of. the enrolled freshman class, which will be used as

a measure of acacliMicquality. SAT-equivalents are computed for institutions

with mediap;ACT scopes only. Institutioins with neither SAT nor ACT scores

are assumed to be non-selective, and assigned an SAT-equivalent'of

(see Radner and Miller (1975))- fnstitutions'are grouped according to

medl'an equivalent-SAT score by the categories developed in Radner and Miller

(1975) and Froomkin (1975b).

Institution Racial Composition: Rs. Predomippntly black Institutions

serve the Very special needs of minority students. Using a flag yari- .

abie indicating the predominant racial /ethnic composition of the student

body, the differences in the allocation of financial aid between black

institutions and other institutions can be explored. This variable

is provided on the Higher Education Directory (HED) file (HCES (19740)- '

For institutions not included in the HED file, the predominant race is

7o
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Tuition Income: TF. TuitioR charges represen

cretionary income to the i

AV
. easily changed to meet ri

pend heavily upon,tuition

amo unts of student aid to

class. To examine this I

the major source of dis-

strtution. That is tui 1 and fee rates are most s

gcosts of instruction. In titutions ch de-

income might fipd it necessary *o.al ocate'greater

a larger share of the entering full- Freshman

idk, a measure of tuition dependence is constructed

as the share of institutional resources available f6r instructional purposes

(the instructi al budget) funded through tuition and fees. The basic insti-

tutional revere e7 data are taken from the 1973 HEGIS Financial Statistics survey

{LACES (1974c)). Note that institution-identified resources available pri-

mdrily for research purposes 07

instructional budget variable.

Government Revenue:

liary enterprises are excluded from the'

Inmany institutions, subsidies from Federal,

state, and local jurisdictions cover a large share of the instructional

budget. While the institutiorts have little control over the amount of

the subsidies, their receipt enables lower tuition charges.to students and

generally means sma)ler amountsof aid to fewer-members of the entering

full-time freshman class. A-measure,of dependence on government revenge has

been constructed as the share of.revenues available for instructional purposes

met by government subsidies.' All institutional financial data are taken from

the HEGIS F ancial Characteristics survey °ICES (1974c1).

!t)
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Gift and Endowment Income: PSI. fir:come from private gifts, bequests,

and endowments generally represents the smallest, yet most discretionary,

* source of revenue to the institution. Where relatively large amounts of

!.-

Income from this source are necessary to meet the instructional budget,

Institutions are less able to allocate these funds to student aid. Of course,

to the extent that this.revenue retards the growth in direct student tuition

charges, relatively smaller amounts of student assistance to fewer students

will be necessary. This association is examined with a measure of depen-

dence on gift and endowment income. Calculated as the share of institutional

revenues available for instructional purposes funded through gifts and en-

dowments, this variable is constructed 6-on data provided in-the
/-
'HEG1S

Financial Characteristics survey (NCES1(1974c)).

Discretionary institutional Student A-1d Funds:'DI. The institution's

"total amount of discretionary aid may serve to limit the amount of aid and

packaging of aid to students. The institutional funds contribute directly

to the total amount of aid available and also may be ,used to meet program,

matching requirements. A measure of disCretionary institutional student

aid is taken directly from the institution's "Tripartite" application for

campus-based aid (USOE.(1972)). Where no institutional aid'data are. present,

the.amount of student'aid grant expend ures from the HEGIS Financial

Characteristics survey (LACES (1974c)) plus the institution's share of NDSL

.disbursements from the "Tripartiten,form* (USOE (1972)) are used instead.

The weighted undergraduate ful)Otime equivalent en:rment at the institution
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Was used to convert total funds to a per student basis.

:4-11 , ,

Federal Student Aid Funds: B7, B3, B4. Of interest in this study are

the, effedts of the campus-based Federal student assistance programs. Taken'

ffom the Tripartite application (USOE (1972)), allocations of College Work-

Study 02), initial -Year Educational Opporttinity Grants (B3), and National
A

.Dii-ect Student Loins (B4) are examined-separatelyi The weighted under-.

graduate full-time equiv"alent enrollment was used to,convert the funds tc;.

a per student basis, In 19727 the EOG program provided the only Federal

Office of Education need-based grants. Further, the matching require-
, o

,

ments in the EOG prograra were the most restrictive of all campus-based

programs. For,both reasons, the effects of EOG funding on the allocation

and packaging of tudent aiid will be of particular interest.

(

Distribution c f Financial Aid to 1972-73 Entering Full-Time Freshmen '

Postsecondary instit4tiont package student assistance subject to a

number of influencing student, family, and institutional characteristics.

The descriptive data which'follow portray the allocation of student aid in

several ways. Initially, we compare the probabilities of receiving aid (and

each type of aid -- grant, work, loan, or benefit) associated with each student

or institution attribute. Based on the numBer of respondents reporting each

type" ofaid, we search for patterns in the mean amounts received among the

recipient groups. 4

in subsequent sections, we consider. variations in the packaging of,-

different types of aid to particular student and institution groups. .Dis-

tributron of single type and multiple -type aid packages are compared across

these groups. Finally, we examine the distribution and packaging of federal
4

.

7 r,
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aid. The data reveal important differences in the probabiliq

1r

of receiving some type .of Federal aid he aid package, sole)), or .combined with
. -

,
.

,non - Federal aid. Beyond this, differences in the average amount of Fedbral_

dollars included in typical packages foz various student and institutional groups

are explored.
I

in summary, student and institution attribUtes appear to have been associated

with the distribution of student aid in 1972-73.

consistent With three underlying factors hypothesized to influence the dis-

patterns are generally

tribution of' student aid. These factors are:
.

providIng.aid to disadvantaged

:- -

students as a means of-approaching equal educational opportunity; providing aid

on

-
.

the basis of student financial need; and, providing aid on .the basis of
. i

institutional student aid efforts. 4 1
1

__.- 1
.

In particular vantaged students -- those from low income or minority

rt
backgrounds -- tended be favored in the allocatidh of aid. These students

4.

were more likely to receive all types of aid and a greater total amount of aid.

Disadvantiged students were also most likely to receive a package with more

than one type of aid, to receive Federal aid, and to receive larger amounts of

Federal aid (specifically, Federal grant and College Work-Study,funds).,'
A

, Of special interest was- the finding.that, after controlling foi- institu-

tion type and control, differences across achievement/ability groups in the

4:rmileb4lity-of receiving ri:ost_types of aid and in the amount of aid disappear.

Much of the observed differences in packaging and in the distribution of

Federal aid among the student academic aptitude groups was accounted for by
.

differences in students costs and available resources.
. .

'Second, the distribution of student aid according to institution
,

.

410
chgracteristics tend to underline the role of "financial need" -- Mined

as 'costs of attenddhce fess expected family contribution.. The full-time

79.
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freshmen:enrolled at iniAitut ons.relying on private tuitions were most likely.

to ,receive aid (particula y grants and loans) 16 receive more than one .type of

el

__student lid, andto rece ve Federal: aid (particularly combined with aid from

non - Federal sources). They_also tended to report larger amounts of each type'
o

Finally, the availability of student aid funds.at the institution appidred

to be positively associated with the likelihood of receiving, aid (and, to some

extent, Federal aid), but the differences were no-every great.' SInce

of aid.

t

tut4onal funds were necessary to'meet matching requirements, some association

. is to be expected. The apparent weak association might be accounted for by the

,
. .

,

relatively large share Offunds available through non-institutional channels
.

. .. #.

in 1972-73 (such as_Federally Insured Student 'Want:Social Security benefiii,
- . .

..i...,

,

.

. and off-campus part-time work). i
.,

-

I. The Distribution of Different Types oeStudent Aid by Student/

Family Attributes
, ,

,

. _

All three
.

student/family attributes appear to be associayed with the

I .0

receipt and amounts of grants and ichdlarships, job earnings, loan, and

transfer ihtome benefits.

'Family income. "Almost all higher education demand and...enrollment'

studies have identified family income as a significant determjnant 0 the..

enrollment and choici decisions of studenti. Research results from a number

t

SO

A
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Of studies (EPRC (19750;,Atelsek and Gomberg (1975))12eveatthat aid from particular

, \ 6

. Feplerel.,apd state programs. appears to be targeted on the lowest income groups. While
411' ,

this general pattern is consistent with tir distribution of aid among NLS

respondents., several of the most Interesting and useful detailed comparisons

should be mentliOned.

First, althpugh students from the lowest income quartile were more

likely to receive

exhibited a mixed

each type. of aid, the average amounts of aid to recipients

pattern according to the type of aid received. As the

entries it Table IV-1 indicate, 76:7% of low income students reported re-

delving support from a non-family source. For high income students, the

comparabl6 recipient share is 34.9%. According to these NLS respondents,

low income students were three times as likely to receive grants and loans,

and five times -as likely to receive benefits fi-om Federal transfer ,income

programs as their high Income peers. The difference in shares of students reporting

earnings from a tern time job is less, but still pronounced -- 90.6% of low

income students compared to 15.5% of high income students.

Only in the average amount received from all types of aid did lower

Income recipients report larger sums than aided students from higher in-
.

comefamilies. The.average loan to high income borrowers of01,156 wat

over $300 larger than the average $805 received by low income borrgwers.

. Air

The mean difference among recipients of transfer income benefits measured

about $250, based on average amounts of $1,105 and $787 for high income

and low income beneficiaries, respectively. Although low income grant

recipients recorded the largest average amount of grant aid, it is inter:

esting to note that the average grant of $833 for the highest income quartile
AV

was greater than the average $769 grant for the lower middle income

nhese comparisons are not statistically significant since the averages

conceal a great deal of the variation in ti-14 reported amounts. In most instances,

the standard:deviptions are nearly equal to the calculated means; the variation-

is,riot greatly reduced with income partitioning.

81
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TABLE bit -1 ,*

Financial Ai'd Received by 1972-73* Entering Full-Time Freshmen

by Type of Aid and Family Income

TYPE OF AID

TOTAL AID

Average AMount to
Aid Recipientsb

Percent Receiving

Average
Grant

Percent

WORK

Amount to
Recipients

Receiving

5

Average Amount to
Job Holddrs"

Percent Receiving

LOAN

Average Amount to
Loan Recipientsb

Percent Reeiving.

BENEFIT

AverageAmount to
Beneficiariesb

100-
Percent Receiving

FAMILY INCOME QUART1LEV
At.

All

Students

Lower Upper
Low, Middle Middle High

$1,084 $1,267 $1,083 - $ 95
-(935) (946) (980) (865) (935)

54:5% 76.7% 67.6% -55.4% .

$ 789 $ 872- $ 769 $ 711 $ 833

(793) (816) (853) (661) , (895)

32.3% 52.4%' 42.2% -32.5% 17.6%

$ 424 $ -475 $ 405 $ 415 $ 402

(421) (398i' (423) ('416) (43)

22.4%

$ 950

30.6% 27.9% 23.4% 15.5%

. $ 805 $ 904 $1,071 $1,156

(575) (492) 570) (566) (664)

20.3 34.6% 28.3% 20.5% 8.6%

r

$ 854 , $ 787 $ 726 $ 945 .$1,105

J732) (676) (549) (673) (1,023)

5.1% 11.6% 5.4% 3.8%. 1.9%

a
Income quartiles calculated from stud

Low = less than-$7,500; Lower Middle = $7,
$15,000; High = Over $15,000. Calculated

income estimate is available (approximate'

bAverage amounts calculated for those

deviations are shown in pirentheses below

4

ent-reported income interval estimates:
500

exclude
Upper Middle = $10,500 to

xclude stpdents for whom no

reporti type of *aicl. Standard
calculated means.
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. ,

Several factors can accoupt fol- this mixed pattern among income groups in the.

average amount ofaid received. First, specific program limitations 6n the Magimum

award levels might restrict.die'amobilt received frokeach typei(or somrce)*fo0ow.

1

-4ncome Students.-- This would also be true if institutions paCkiged several types,

dr- ".

.`

of aid in meeting a stpdent's need. Second, some programs do not employ nged -based

allocation criteria. This is particularly true in the transfer 'income programs,

01

as Social Security, in which behefits are based on the past earnings of the

deceased or disabled worker. Among Social Security beneficiaries., those fromS
higher income fathilies would likely receive Targer average benefits. _FiniOly,

, / , .. .

the man student aid programs which base eligioilley for arvi amounts of awards on

.,
"need" are sensitive o student costs of attendance awefl as fam-ily income. To

. the teht
-

stu dentsthat higher income dt more likely to and higher cost."x ens are

instrtutions the average "need "_ -- defined-as student costs of attendance-less ex-
, -.

c.. *

,, pected fam:COntribution -- _might be more nearly the same across income groups.:a
The receipt,and average amount of aid within a given income quartil4 J-

.

. ---:...--L
, , -------. r

.
do'appear,- to have-been ialuenced bygthetype and control of the Wtitution ateande4.2

" .

.

lopmiverAlly, within each-Ti";come group,.studentsattending private four-year

. ,

colleges were more likely to report receiving aid thin students enukllecr
.

; .
. _ ...c. .at"

.

otKerAypes of instittitions. For example, iTiftile-sli9htly over three-
: / --

fourths of alt Tow income students re

*

tad receiving. ioMe'fon-of-finaocial

Id, pearly 90% of the IOW income stOents at private collers'identifill

tffEmelties as aid,j(ecipients.'.Similarly, over two-fifttm of ,the high income s
4

, .

-student enrolled a private colleges 'reported race i g f itial,aid tom-
. /--

ipient sharetfoeall 1.1116h.4ncome udehes. The pattern
.

111.
s-, - .:e -

4
.

..

%
.. was 'repeated for every type of aid (although the differ cps-are.notas.

t ft

X
.J. . ..- t

/For example, EOG awards and Guaranteed Student Loans could not exceed $1,000
and College Work-Study,jobs were limited to 20 boors per Week in thd'lj72-73'..
aeademit year:

. .
. ."4.--- "L. . , e --' >

-:/The data are presented in the .4pendU8es, TaVLe A-i xd,A75-and B-1 to Wi.
.e
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.

marked for lob..holders(or loan4ie&lpients):
. .

I , , . . t I e ger

t , . . .
. . I t .

.

0. , rurther,-,atte tontiolling for income, .0 .retApients at.priyate colleges .-
/ . .

s
,

.

,

. fended to report he largesi amounts for gdf.; type of'aid. ,For example,.;h1-4i--
. . , . .

avetage total al ranged fto464,267 for low indome iis recipients to $.545
. .

/X

for! Ugh incomi aid recipietki, Ore comparable.average-aid reported by low and

1-nrroine.Ocipients attending FTI7te colleges was-$/,234 and $1,370,*re7
.a.

spectivel, :A similar pattern emergedpfor recipients'of'grants and scholar-
/

, .4. ,
1 1. a
/I % / ' .- .,"

' 0! ail typesof aid, ;he receiptiof,term7time earningi and benefitS
, .:,- . f

I 1 vithin,each income group appears'to.be)pait influenced.by theatypeand
/.1

, 4

control of t institution attenidee, That is,(1972-73 low income 's;udents it-,

. priva& four-year colleges 'wAt. ere almost' -twice as likely to receive grants and .

c s '.

over thtee times as likei;TNceceive loaoa_as rlow income students at public
.

two -yeah colleges. Howeier, low in,9me students were about equally likely'to

receive transfer income beilefits and only,slightty, more likely to ,report

earnings from a term-time job if enrolled at a private four -year college as

,

'opposed to a.publit two-year _institution. Within each income quartile) the
-%

differences in average amounts of earnings and benefits according,to type of .

A,

institution were less pronounced as wel-4-s. For example, the earnings reportid"
N.

.

fr
by job holders average abut $500 in the low income group, regardless of where

the student worker,was enrolled.
- - ,

The observed Ottterns.are generally consistent with several complementary
Age" ''''. 10. ..A

explanations
reported0

'elsewhege. firsx, as mentioned above, the relatively
".-/A

1 . ,ff" '. /., .
.

larger costs of attendance, of private colleges trahtlate.int; gre*ter7 Deg10-,

o0
. .

-

- /A similar nth -rowing of recipient shares for job holders,dnd beneficiaries
compared to grant and.loan recipients occur among high.incomevtudents.

ii
1

.

A

1

/
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for students at these institutions. Coupled with this, the relative.ly better
f ..), .

. ,

at ; ..

-
.-- . ,staffeefinanciaj aid offtcei,and better funded institutional aid'progyams

,-,
. _

\._
. 10

It colleges
,
at p imate col eges can account for the larger shares, of recipients. Secird,. ---

. .

. S... ..

z _:,e
the greater costs of attendance at private colleges require greater amouhfs

. .
.

-----_-_-

(and, to some extent, core types) of student.aid." Al locating gram; and loan
. ,

aid to meet the higher'tuition charges would then al_so be consistent with the
/ -

observed distribution. Finality, studenti are probably leas dependent on financial

- 'arc! offices for work-opportunitiaand transfer'income benefits. Hence,

.
. .

differences in financial aid st#ff among ithe institutonal_secibrs shduid have
, -

,

a smaller impact on the distribuAnn of terhrtime earnings iand benefits.
1% ,

Finally;:in the non-collegiate sectors-..-'the observed patterns are some-
lr

what different.' Across all income groupS, students at vocational school-s

. .
/-

were among the least likely to receive any_type of aid. Students attending
AL_ ....

proprietary schools appeared to afe,quite well in receipt of aid. After

students enrolled at private col pges, students at proprietary schools were .

e
among those most likely to receivesome type of financial arid. These.Stu-

I.....''
/ .. '%.._

dents :rated an equal chance of receiving earnings and loan funds as their
. co - ,t

'relatively lower income peers, and sh'o'd a-better chance to receive this
. ..

, . aid than did t ftheirceiatively hidh income peers, at public our-year
.

tutions.

,

Average amo is of.aid.to recipients at proprietary schools varied

little across into

recipients report on average, over $1,,000 in aid. Proprietary schooi.

quartiles. In terms of totalAid, proprietary school

ofil .
/See*Gladieu (1975) forsa.disdussion of this point. Further, he"finds.that

public -year,coljegps are more likely to participate in the federal College

Work-Stu pregtad-than in the other campus-based:student aid programs:

,

/ The exceptions are: (I) high income vocational students receiving most types :41Y.

aid; and (a), low indome students reporting benefits, accountiOglorrit.3% of f

vocational studeneS:

85
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r .
.

. 1.- t
Q

. .
.

,

.,.
borrowers alsd averaged oyer$1,000 in each Inc,me quartile. In geneKal, '°

. __.

receipt and average amounts of financleraid to proprietary studeatt ap-
,

pear to have varied the least of all institution types across income%quartiles.

-.. .

. --e -

.

.-Stu4nt Achievement/Ability. Much has been written about ewluating the \
: .

R.
-

. .

.

. effects of allocating publiC funds to subsidize students. Some have argued
: .

that aid awards. should be made to the most able, hotivated4students (as

measured by SAT score),to maximize the results of spending public student

aid funds (see Merrett 11967)).. Others have contende0 that aid should be

directed to the less able students who may experlence relatively high rates

of return to postsecondary training (Riviin 09700 Many have -assumed that

. the cu rrent emphasis on need-based aid diverts student aid,ft.10ds frontless

needy, able students, but the available evidence contradicts the general

assumPtion. he Cartter Panelon Student Financial Need Analysis (Collegg

Entrance Exami atlon Board (1971)) reported in the results of a stud/ of

0
1969-70 students at:

. "...average total aid per enrolled student
increased $7yor every 100 point increase
in average Scholasiic Aptitude Test (SAT) .

scores:.,

_4A more recent study of 197?-73 freshman fi ancial aid appllnts found that

-the- moseabl'e students (`Jones

full-time 'freshmen in the NLS
. i -

mirror these research results. But,

student aid is disproportidnately offered t

1 1975)) The responses of1972-73 entering

survey, summarized in Table IV-2, generally

important differences do emerge.
.

0 -

v.--

Most notably, the highest.achlevemeRt/ability students were most picely-

, . .

.

to receivt some form of financial aid', andjiarticAarly,to receive.grant
-v

N.

aid. The 61.6 share of aid recipients in the highest achievement/ability.

'group was one-fifth larger than the share of aLd Picipiepts,in the lwer
.* .

4

I '
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,TABLE 11/.2
. . "

Financial Aid Received by 1972 73 Entering Full -11me Freshmen
by Type of Aid -and Student Achievement/Ability

TYPE OF AID-

Al 1

d1

TOTAL AID

Average Amount to $1,084
* Aid Retipients4- (935)

Precent Receiving 544$

O'
GRANT

4Avera§e Ampunt to
Grant Recipients'

tiercent Receiving

WORK

average ivriouiq to.

. Job *Holders'

Percent Receit,ing

LOAN

-.-

Average Amount to
Load Recipients'
.

Percent Receixjng

-.BENEFIT

Average Amount to
Beneficiaries

Percent Recgiving

789
(793)

32.%

- /
sTuppa .ACHIEvEMENTBAILITY GROUPSa;

"Lower Upper
Lc*, Middle

$ 962
(813)

52.8$

"-$ 679
(6241--

.High

$1,099. $1,150 $1,288.

(888) (1,024) (1,091)

52.2% 6,6% ---5"N

-4769/

25.6%. 31.2%

$ 424 $ 490 . $ 408
(421) (455) (356)

22.4% 24.4% 20.6%

,$ 950

(575)

20.3%* 19.0%
-

$ 921- $ _980
(506) (569)

'22.1%

$ 768 982

2877) (910)

36.3% 46.7%

$ 430 2- $ 371

(429) (368)

20.1% 21.9% .

$ 968 $ 957"-'

. (562) 1711)

19.8% 22.7%

$ 833 $. '676 $ 998 . $1,042

(762)
.
(484) (764) (855)

95s .,, 5..1% - ...*: 4.3k. 1.4Z

, .

ai

I

aStudents are grouped according to SAT-equivalent score; Low = les4 than 800;.' ,"according
Lower Middle I '80 to 950; Upperitiddle = 950 to 1,100; Hight= Over, 1,100._ Calculated

f
percents exclude students for.Akom iii SAT-equrvalent 'score is available (plir9)4-

. : stately I%). ''. ' f f
. i 4

! - .
.1,

-

. .,

. bAver*0 amouriis calculated for thosAripprting type.df aid, .Standard diviatrons
. .

:-

'. are shown .in parptheses help/ calculated means
_., __ :

.

- ,- t .. .

means .

..; _ .
A .
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111%

achievement/ability groups.
:
The highest achievement/ability studepts were al-

most twice as likely to receive grants as their lowest achievement/ability peers.

Average total aid reported by recipients in the highest achievtioneability gr'Oup

0
atso exceed the comparable measure for lowest achievement/ability students

,$4288 compared to $962: High achievement/ability grant recipients reported an_,

award of $982
I
again an ambunt greater than the $679 sum reported'by grant

reci

an iident borrowers, where the recipient shares and average-amounts received

is in the lawestroup. This pattern disappeared for student workeri

were virtually the same across achievement/ability groups.

Significantly, the distribution of students among pdstsecondary instittiions a

accountea'for much of the observed pattern of slightly larger recipient shares

and average awards in the high achievement/ability groupjWithIn each insti-

tutional sector, low and high ability students were aboyt equally lik41y to .

4 .
receive ard,from a noer-family source.in particular, about 65% of private

four-year College full-time freshmen in each achievement/ability group re-"
ported-receiving aid. Comparable fl ures for public fouf=yEar and pbbliC two-

1

.

year full-time freshmen are 55% and i.5%licregpectively. 'Since students attending 7
.

private four-year colleges formed a kniatively larger share of the high achieve-
.

-

meat /ability group, a larger share of aid students receiving larger average

amounts of aid in that group appeared.--

Therefore, the likelihood of receiving aid appeared to be more influenced

by the type of institution attended than by student achleveMent/a6ility. Higher

ability students enroed'in high cost institutions would- demonstrate

greater needfor aidand also benefit .f
.

student aid offices and-. better-funded institutional Student aid programs.
. A. # .

s - 1 .

.

.0 ft , 0.
o

O.

1 .:
/The'dIstributions by institutional, sector are included in e appendices, Table.

I-6' to A-10 and. 8 -6 to 8-10

better-staffed instiditiopal

.
. . .

.a. ,

. .
. ,..

yThe increase In private lour-year college represedtation is marked, ranging
from 13%*.of the low achievement/ability grOup. to 3f6% of -the higbeit group.

--,



Differences in-these institutional factors were_probably most important in

;

accounting for the#jttribution of tot al aid, and particularly grants and

Schearships. They would be less-finotiant jn-the allocation of earnings
.

from part -tie jobs or loans. Consistent frith this hypothesis, the pro-

bability of receiving 'support a term -time job was quite simi within-
,

t'

achievement/ability groups, regardlets of the type of institution ttended.--

However, full - tine, freshmen at private four-year colleges were about, twice

as likely' to report grants as their equal ability peers azblic two -year

colleges.

Racial/Ethnic group. Census and BLS data continue to show that posttecon rf
.

enrollment rates for minorities are less than for majority students. (U.S.t eau

of Labor Statistics (1974); U.S, Bureau of the Census (1976)). The.vore recent

evidence seems to suggest that these differences are - primarily associated_with_income, _
/ - .11t-

ratherithai, de facto social barriers. t_is evidently ncia.a.fact thatjAack and

white high school graduates from 16w income families Are equally likely to attend
-

college =the next fall. But,, the majority of black higivschool graduates ifom

'low income-lamilies. This concentration means tha t the overall enrol t rate-

. 1
for blacks and other minorities lags behind the rate for majority udents. Again,

most ,recent student surveys -tend to show that-minorities-are mg;e likely to re--..

- ceive financial aid, -- and in larger amounts -- than majority Vents. Among liLS '

respondents, the receipt and amount of aid app6ared to be influenced 'by the type
. -/ v-

of institution attended as well.

Generally, minorities were more likely to receive any type of financial
. .4

...
, . .

. .

-"About a quarter of low-achievement/abiliti students reported term-time earnings
of $40940 $500 within each institutional sector. .The share of workers in. the

high ability group measured 15 to 25,percent, with average earpings of $250 to $350.

89
a

ir
5
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aid than majority full-time freshmen. An estimated 69.6" of blacks and 68.6$ of

hispiaic students reported receiving some aid, compared to a 52.2% recipieqt share
a

among majority students...The data presented in Table 1V-3 reveal that this pattern'

was repeated among the. ifferent types of student aid. However, thi minorities

appeared to be relatively more likely to receive aid generally available from non-
-:

instittithanal sources. For example, while hlaCks,were.agout dre-third more

likely io reportreceiving grants, they were almost twice as likely to have/

received a loan as their white peers (37.3% compared.to 18.8%)._For

t types of aid, minorities erried at public folir-year, institutions were

rel3ively more likely to report receiving support than,majority students.

In particular, the 33% share of minority public four-year student workers

and the 35%'share of minority public four-year student borrowers were about

twice the shares of majority public four-year workers and borrowers. Within

each racial/ethnic group, hovrever, TUT:frimifrisilairrittending private

four-year colleges were more.likely to receive each type of aid.

Minority recipients repbrted the largest amounts of total aid and grants.

1 .

As evidenced in Table 1V-3, the $y
1

73 average total aid reported by blacks was

over).300 greater than the avenige-51,052 in. :id to white students. The

, 41

mean rence measured about $350 among' grant recipients, ioask.on average

gfanis oC $1,052 to &jacks and $744 to white students.' Average amoOnts.of

other types of aid to blacks were more nearly, equal to (or less than) the average
. .

amounts reported by white students. WhiletheNaverage amounts.teceived within all

ihstitutional sectors mirrored the overall pattern, thelrelative differences among

.

private four-year college freshmen were more pronounced. For mple, the average

grant received by black freshmen was 46 peecine greater than the av e reported.

by white gran; re cipients; amiSiiprivate four
-1
year cojlege grant recip tt, che

_

).
difference in average awads between the tyro raciatlethnic gr4ups increase.

62 pernt.
r

-

,
It

cs. I
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TABLE IV-3

Financial Aid Received by-1372-71-Entering Full-time Freshmen
by"TYpe of Aid and Racial/Ethnic Group

. 'All,.

Students : White - Black Hispanic Other

-Tra* 1. .
. . .

. s
. A .

. .

AYeragesAmount to $1v084. 41,052 $1,379 $1,;108 $1,272
Aid Recipients') : (935) (915) . (996) (80 ., (1,2.25)

. *

Percent.ReceNing . - 54.6% 52.2% 63.6*-:---_, -18.6%. '58.2% -
At .

RACIAL/ETHNIff 6RIUPa

GRANT

Avei.age Amountslo S 7E19 Sr 744 $),O92- ,$ 8;1 $1,102
Grant,Recialentsb (793) (750) (942) (768) . (1,144)

. .

Percent Receiving
, 32;3% 31.1% 41.4% 42.3% ', 38-3%.

.
/

WORK K

Average-Amount to
Job.Holdersr,

Percent Receiving

LOAN
If

Average ii6ourl toL

Loan Reciaient4°

Percent Receiving

BENEFIT .

.--- ,. :

.. Average Adount,go , . $ 854 $ 906 .$ 65 $ 762 $ 440..

. Beneficiaries --- (732) (766) (500) '(475) .(264)

Percent Receiving .

,
.

5.:I% 5.0% 6.31 7.41 '2.i%

,
.7

6. .

$ 424 417 $ 497 $ 133 $ 519
(421) '(41.5) (392) (248) (638)-

22.4% , 21-4% 322% 26.5% ' 26.7%

350 ;$ .977 $ 825 . $ 8h $ j18
(575) (588) (485)

''' (533) ; (598)

20.3% 18.8$ 17.3% 28.5* 18-51

. ,

. 7r

a ' -'

Stade:Ks am grouped,according to self-identified racial/ethnic cat%gory. Other .

cafigory inciudas Ame,ican Indian and Asian-Americin students. :616ulated percents ex-
.lude students for no racral/ethnicidentification Is available (aoprOximately2%). ,

s-... . .
b
Average imounts.calculated for those emporting type of A14. Standard deviations

e-shown in'parenthesewhelow calculated means,
.

' . .A.
, .91.

. ,, .

S

A
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1

It is intagstkng to note that for full-tifle freshmen attending pro-
-, ...

414
4-

. .

. -
prittary schools,the probability Of reteiving-Most types of 04-did not vary

. : '
,

, .

substantially across the racial/ethnic groups Only.aaang loan reipient's,

.

where blacks were over one7third.more likety to borroe,pdid the recipient

shares differ. Average amounts of aid 'reported forpach aid type are also
.--

. . ,* .

quite similar among the racial/eihnic'grOups. .
c

.

Since minority students,..tendo come from low income families, it should nOt

c -7

be surprising that the comparisons just ;resented mirror the observed dilatation

_oLaid W family income. But, although minorities tended to fare better than
.

majority students in pceiving aid, sizeable differences in the shares of recipients

. and average amounts of aid received are evidenced according to the etype and control

of the institution attended (see appindix tables A-11 to A-t5 and B-11 to B-15).

2. Distributho f Different Types of Student Aid by institutional
Attributes

Instltutions differ in the types 10 students they serve and in 4e

U.;

methods' of financing their instructional costs. In theformer instance, these

differences- emerge among the same attributes discussed above: median-family

income, median student achieyement/ability, and predominant racial group at
- ,

the institution. Institutions differ in methodsof financing ppime ly in

the amounts of instructional costs supported through.bublit'institutio71.,

_subsidies as opposed to private student uitions or endowment and gift in-
.

<-
It. .

.

comes. Finally, institutional packaging of student aid 1s,enhanced with the

,/

availability of funk darmleed for this purpose. All these vaniables,can affect

the allocatitwof student aid among different types ofstudents.

iiediamtAmily Income of 5tud4nms; Because of geographic location,

academit and vocational offerings, or individual preference, some irisOtutains:
-

I

F
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, ,

-tend to enroll students from relatively lower (or relatively highe r) intbme

_

families. In Table 1V-4, NI.S. respondents have been grouped according to the median

family Income of the postsecondary institution they Ylviended. These-romps re-

fleeted quite different types of institutions' Seventy-five percent o the "low

income" group, fl example, were enrolled at public Institut' s (nearly one-half

attending public two-year institutions The "upper middle income" group was almost

entirely composed of equal shares from ublic fur -year and private-four-year

institutions weighted.counis in App dix.A, Table A-16).4
11,

.oi
.

It appears that;witli the _exception of _grants and loani,

students attending "low income institutions were slightly more likely to receive

. ..

each type of aid. Thisapatterff is even more pronounced within, institutional sectors.
C_

For examile:while I3,0% of stuytsattending"low income' institutions arid 55.3%

Of those en-rolled at "upper itlipA income" institutions-reported reteiving some

11.

.
.

,

form of student aid, the corresponding shares among private four-year college

.. .
students were 74.1% plid 60.1%. In fact, within each Institutional sector, students

!
' .

in the "low income" institutions were more likely to receive a graft.. or scholar -

.
\ .

e

4.

ship than student "upper middle intohe institutions. The larger ,share

middle income.institutioris shown in Table fV-
of..grant ts- in th

actually

J .

. 4 . .e) a

?eater' liklihood of students at private' colleges to
4

(-type rardless of the median family income at the postsecondary
. ,

institution (iee appendix tables A-16 to A -20)..

With the.exception of workers, aid retivients enrolled aitinstitutions"

with relative' igher medi family incomes reported larger imounts of each

.- .

tyPe aid. is pattern,is re d within each institutional ector. The

different 'in mean amounts reported, were not very great, except ' Mong grartt
.

and
44 . .

. I

schOlars Jo recipients. Foc these students, 'an-average differece of $56 to $/4'0

9.3

4
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TABLE IVT-,4

Financial Aid Received by 1972-73 Entering Full-Time Freshmen
by Type of Aid and Median Family Income at Postsecondary Institution

se'

,' TYPE OrAlp MEDIAN FAM1CY INCOME QUARTILESa

4, All Lower . Upper
Students Lary Middle Middle High

TOTAL AID

'Average:Amount te $1,084 $ 920 ,. $14013 $1,470
Aid Reciptents' '(935). .(726) (867) (1,099)

''''' . .

, Percent Receiving 54.0% 58.0%, 51..6% 55.3%
/

,GRANT

Average Amount to $ 789 $ 579 $ 698 $1,092
Grant Recipients' (793) (559) (622) (947)

Percent Receiving 32.3% 29.9% 32.5% 40.5%

.4

.2
WORK-.,

t . ,

Average Amount to $ 424 $ 470 $ 414 $ 389
.Job Holdersb (421) (370) (423) 43903

I . ,

Percent Receiving 22.4% 27.5% 22.9% , - 19.5% ,

LOAN

Average Amount to, _956 $ 903 $ 902 .$1,0700

Loan Recipients' (575)' (557) (540) (645)

-percent'Receiving

$1.

BENEFIT

Average Mount to. $ 854 $ 796 $ 82E, 909

Beneficiaries ' (732) (744). (768 (702)4

20.3A 20.3% 0.6% 25:8%

Percent Receivi-ng 5.1% 6.0% 3,9%

'472'. 4

. -

aStudents are grouped accord i.lg to median family income at_Ihe institup i on

attended: Low = less than'$7,500, Loa& Middle = $7,500 to 10,500; Upper Middle =.
, $10,500_'$15,000; High = Over.$15,000. Calculated percents exCludd studenti for

.
whom no median,family income estimate 15 available (approximately 22%).

b
. .

. .

e,Average amounts calculated for *those reporting typof aid.' Standard de-,
Viationse shown in parenthit-estbetow calculated medds. : ..

..

) 94 /
.1
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within each sector appears td be even greater because of the high proportion of
4 '

i. '

private. calep recipients in the "upp&-flmiddle income" group.
,s-

.

410

Again, it,is interesting fo note diet recipient shares and average amounts
-

received tend to vary the least among proprietary school students. hi part,

-this could reflect the 'relatively high 'use of loans, which differ the least in

amount for most.types of aid eecrpients.

kiedian Freshmen Achievement/Abiliti, Store at the Postsecondary institution.

.

4nstitutions can ration their available seats through admissions pojicies

by establishing minimum acceptable SAT scores. ,Beyond this and similar non-

price criteria, institutions can tration places through.a pricing policythat
*%

calls for awarding larger, more attractive packages of financiat aid to thi

best stisdent-prospects. Data provided NLS respondents s ggest that the
.

.

admissibnsand pricing policies were complementary:. Institut ns enrolling

the most able, motivated students also aided larger shares o students With

larger Amounts of more attractive types of, aid. This apnclusion emerg es ftoM an
s

examination of the distribution of student, aid according to the institution-.rePorted

median SAT score of the enrolled freshmen class,showniin Table1V-5. "'

-While the recipient.shares.andaverage amounts.r-ported by students

, 74w
., ,..

-attending

. 1

the iow:abiiity, non-selective-InStitutions.appear to contradict

the pattern described above, it snould be noted that over ha.lf of the0 stu-
?

. .
dents were enYolled in propr ietary and vocatforial schools.' These were relatively
.% .

... - .

64 incomestudents attending somewhat higher cost institutionswhere for many,

. . .

fina ncial aid was not an Inducement to enrolWit was, rather, a necessity tq remain*
,, ... ,

.

.'Among N4 thin-Ube frehmen enrpiled 'at primarily collegiate institutions,
. . . ,

.,
.

tfiose attending highly selective institutions were more likely to receive some

aid -- particularlA grants and*loan4----,- and tq report receiving larger average

9.5-

4
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TABLE-Iv-54 C.

Ainencial Aid Received by 1'372'73 Entering Full-Time Freshmen
bY'Type of Ald 'and Median Freshmdn Achie4ement Ability Score at Postsecondary Institution

TYPE OF AID

TOTAL 'AID

Average Amodht:to
Aid Recipientsb

Percent Receiving

GRANT

Average Amount to
.Grant Recipientsb

Percent Receiving

.Average Amount to
Job Holdersb

.Percent Receiving

LOAN

Average Amount to
Loan Recipientsb

Percent Receiving

BENEFIT

Average Amount to
Beneficiariesb'

Percent Receiving

MED1AN.FRESHMAN ACH1EVEMENIZABILITY GROUPS

All
.

- ---,tow er Upper ; ---41t

Students. Low Middle Middle - High,

$1,084 $1,029' $ 817' $1,176 $1,616
(935) (770) f756) (885) (1,346)

54.0% 54.3% 51.4% 54.2%- 62.2%

$ 789 $ 628 $ 565

'(753) (546) (499)

22.6% 27.3%

$ 802 $1,295 -

(681) (1;284

37.3% 47.0%

-$ 424

(420

22.4%

$ 486

(452)

22.0%

S. 409

(410.

24.8%

$ 436
(442)

20.7%

$

(330

20.8%

$ 950 $1,119 $ 891 $ 910 $ 942

(575) (56 (559)* (520) (689)

20.3% 23.p 13.2% 222% 31.0r

$ 854 $ 859 .$ 759 $ 999 $' 866
(732) (612) (650 (914) (509)

' 5.1% 6.0% 6.2% 4,1% -3.3%

aStudents are grouped according to't
score. Low = less than.800; Lower Midd

Calculated percents include students to
students are assumed to be enrolled at n
institution SAT score of 374 (see.Radner

A

.

..

institution- reported mealan freshthan SAT__.. ,
=800 to 950; Wiper Middle =., 950 to 141004

hom nb median SAT score rs available. These'

-selective institutions and are assigned an
-1 'and Miller (1979)).-

bAyerage amounts Celculated for those reporting type of-aid. Standard de?''

viattons are shown in parentheses below 1pti tlated means.

.0
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amounts orthls aid thINa their fellow students. As the entries. in Tab.le 1V-5

W-26

\

. - ./.* . .
. 4 'indicate, about 62.2% "ifif the freshmen at highly selective institutions re-

.-
t

....

.
. Ai

ceiiied aj average,$),616 in iOtal aid compared to a 53:4% share of the fresh-
,. .

men attending institutions with slighttrbelow'average selectivity who reported
.

.. -.

A
#

do *rage $817 in total aid. The distribution of grant aid according to
','

,

=F
. inSatlidh selectivity

..

was quite 'similar. ,On. the other band, students ..

.

. /
..

. dt. .

. . ,

attendbog
.

institutions with slightly below average selectivity were more likely

to have received earnings from a term-time job orhenetits from an inc
%

I. 4

*

-

transfer proVrim, although the calculated differences In mean amounts among

institutional selectivity groins were not very great.

In'large measure, these patterns reflect the distribution of students among

.% different 4pstftution types. Over.one-half of thl,students enrolled in
8 g

ighly selective instrtutions were attending high cost, private-colleges.
V /

' EvenWith their slightly higher family incomes' these students are more likely.

V

to'have demonstrated need: Further, the highlyTiellettive instifutions were
*.

most .1 ikely td be. participating in Federal programs dril to, be dorstr ibuting
. .

their own institutional funds.

'Within institutional sectors, the pattern wat generally repeate (see appendix

Tables A-21 to Mit). Among students attending private four-Year colleges, dose'
. , ,

4 .

enrolled at highly selective institutions were more; to receive geanis or

.

loans,.
,

,

and in larger amounts, than those at less,selectrve institutions. For example, 52%-

.

.
4

. . '

. 11,

.

bf.full-time freshmen at. highly siledtive private four-year colleges .receNed '

- : .,
. .

.
,

'. I ,

a grant or scholarship aye-raging $1,558. Tiipir fellow students d. ihe least

,
.

.electiveprivap four7year.copeges were about one-fourth less, likely to .

3

. ,
9

r

. i 4 .."

receive a geant. Those receiving this type.g/aid'recorded, ,onidverage;
/ 1

)

. 4,0 ,.

$1,018 in support.' The differences *Pthin-the other institutional. sectors,sectors,',
%

.
.

. 4.. .

however, are much less pronounced.' Public foul-7year collAge students were r
...

,

..

J. '
! 0..

3

i()

4
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. .

...., ..

about' equally likelY tea,r6ceive eac ype'of aid, regardless of the selectivity
.

of the instltuVn. -Only the erage amount of grant aid reported by re-

cipipnts tended 'to be ar in the higher se lectivity categories for public

fourryeariege s dents.

institu on Race. hiStor.ically, something less than 150 institutions of

higher e cation have provided training primrily for blick students choosing

tinue their education beyond high salool. An estimated one-thkl6f

1 full-time blck freshmen enrolled ilOhese institutions in 1572-73 /
.

-Rased on the responses of NLS freshmen attending the black colleges, their

special financial needs were apparently recognized and at least pgrtly met

:with- relatively more'student-44,

.

Full-timel freshmen enrolled At- black, c011'egei,were more likely' to receive ills

types of aid than freshmen not at &lack colleges. From Table 1V-6, 68.4% of

the freshmen at black colieges; as compared to 53.8% of freshmen attending
-1

other colleges, received aid. The blaCk:colege students were almost

twice as likely to borrow: 386% reported receiving a loan compared to a

20% borro.er share among other students. .

Average ,aid received also tended to be greOter among Chose attending

predominant?), black in tutions, measuring $1,240 as compared to $1,084

.

for all aid recipieata:,1t-appears'that most pf this difference'can.be

attributed_td the packaging pf several types of aid at predominantly bladk. ,

. .
institutions, since the average amounts of each type of aid generally wed less

for exceptterm-timeearnings.

.

., institutional fi ancin Sources. Postsecondary institutions differ= 14.

/

their - reliance on ion income, government subsidies, 40 privatejW1115,
/,

,

,J1 -

, .

. and endowment iricome to meet the sp1Sts of providing instructio .for students,.

. . (cs- . . _ ,

. /But', See Wong 6) for a discussion of alternative d nitions: of M ack ,.

institutions.
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TABLE -6
r

Financial Aid Recei-yed. by 197-75 'Entering Freshme

by Type of Aidand-lostitution,Race
/

TYPE OF AID -

TOTAL' 4.,

.

Average Amount tb
Aid Recipieqib

*,

Percent-Receiving

Averagd Amount.to
Grant Recip'h s

/ Percen

Ali -

Student,

$1,084

(935)

94.0%

INSTITUTION RACEa

, Predominantly-/ 'Ptedomi antly
B =ck

//

)
240

34)

9

093)

. 32.3%

$ 789
(797)

32.2%

Avetage Amount to
Job'liolders

b
, )

Percent Receiving

LOAN
4

.4%.

$ 423-

(423)

22.2%

$ 806

- (550)

41.4%

$ 483' ,

(277)

36.6%

Average Amount to
Loan RecifTntsb

Percent Receiving

BENEFIT

Average Amount to
Beneficiaries

b

Percent Receivi'

.

aStujents are oupect according to tfie"institution-reported.predominant racial/

ethnic compositio of the student body. Students for whom no institution race

idtntification is available are included in the predominantly white summaries.

tscalculated for those reporting type of aid. Standard

hown en'parentheses be4ow"talcuipted means.

$ 950 S 954

(575) : A577)

20.3% 2o.o% .

$ 781

(458)

$ 89!,1 . $ 857 $ 616

I7321.(4,----..47.,.; (736) (360
11...../.

5.1% , 5.1$ 6.o%

.

bAVerage.amo
devtatiens are

99
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These differenc es iri finanelag are rikelyte be-i'mpo.rient,becausetheneed

o

for student aid-funds might be sinf d by the method.of institutioriel,influenced

financing :' Fpr example, institutions with relatively high tuitions may require
/ '

`more, and necessarily higher,'studerit aid awards. Alternatively, institutions with

relatively large public insti.tutignal subsidies and belor-cost tuition charges) '

f 4

I

,'"might require and use relatively much smaller amounts of student aid. These
.%

.

comparison really reflect differences i t costs-of attendance introduced

throAgh the alternate-financing sources. The diffe e ces are often approximated

by a shorthand type- and 'control classification (public/private, four- year /two - year),

.

but it is the fipanding characteristics which.give.rise.to,the,underlying pattern

'8,f cost atteodance. /
...

,
4_ .

, .

In Tables IV -7, 1V-8, and IV-9, students aili.grouped according to the

dipendenceActhe three major revenue sources at the institution they attended.

The, patterns which emerge are cluite consistent with the tuition Tergue -

.high-ost deScriptiOn provided above. ..FrOm Table 1V77, the full -time
-

freshmen attending institutions re.lyingO0uition income were more,likely

- to receive some aid (61.4%), grant aid(41.7%), and a° loan : {31.6 %). Alternatively,
ti

.

the NLS full' -time fres n'enrolled at,institutionS" receiving over 60 .

percent of their instructional budget from public subsidies (shown in the

lastcolumn of Table )V-8) wee least fikely to hive received any

-141 4ttempting to distinguish among collegiate institutions, Smith and Heddersoh
described the importance of.fime ffnanCial. characteristics. Accord

to their analyses, tuition, endowment, 'and -Orivate gift income tended to

characterize groups of private institutions, while the level-pf.government

appropriations was most important in identifying public institutions.,



gas

IV-30

TABLE )V7

Ffnanciii i-Aid Received bY.,1972-73 Entering full-Time Fi-eshmen

-'- by Type of Aid and Institution Tuition Dependence

,

)34:10BrE

, .

.. ,

. TYPE OF AID TU -ITION AS SHARE OF 1N5TRUCTIONAL :fa

. gl Up to 20 -20 to 60 . Over 60

Students Percent : Percent Percent
. --A--

.
TOTAL AID . .

.

Avera%e Amount-to 4$1,084 $ 776 $ 965 51;535 _

.Aid Recipients') , (935) (796) (835) (1,050)
. ,

1 Percent ikceiving .54% 0% \ILIO 7% .' 54 . 6% \' 61.4%

.71
.: .

. ..

RANT

Average Mount to
Graht Recipientsb

Percent Receiving

.

WORK.

'

789. $ _609

(793) (705)

32. 3% 23.3%

-$ :674 $1 ;079 .

(733) (886)

35.%, 41.7i

/

Average Amoukto S '421 ;

Jbb Holdersb (424)

Percent Receiving /2:4%

LOAN

Otv Average Amount to
. Loan Recipients?

Percent Receiving

' BENEFIT

$ 414 , $ 411 / 460

(427). 4356) (468)

24.4% 21.7% 23.2%

(--

$ 950' $ 717 $ 816 . "-. $1, 09

(575) (420)

20.3% 9:8%

Average Amount to , $ 854 $ 797.

Benefici.ariesb --- (732) (794)

-Percent Receiving 5,1% . 6.2%

'20.

.5

(471)

1%;

822
(686)

4.6%'

,(655)

, 3f.6%

$ 925
'.(721)

4.5%

aTuifion dependence is.calculated as the share of institutional revenues ;

available for instructional purposes funded through tuition ;name. Caidulated

percents exclate students for whom no, institution revenue, data arqavairable

(apprOximately 14%).

bAvecage amounts calculated, for those reporting type of aid. Standard

-deviations are shown in parentheses below calculated me s.

10.1.
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,? TABLE CV.78

Financial Aid ',Received by 1972-73 EnterimPFull-Time Freshmen
btf Type of Aid and InstLtution Dependence on Government Revenue

O
-TYPE OP AID

2

T01111AID

Average Amount to- 11,0114 .

Aid Recipiensb (935)

PerCent RAeiving 54.0%*

GOVERNMENT REVENUE AS SHARE OF INSTRUCTIONAL SUOE3
,

*All %,Up.to 20 20 to. 60 .Over 60
Students Percept Percent -Percent

' GRANT

'I

Average Amount to
Grant Reci.p.i-entsb

Percent Receiving'

WORK

Average Amount to
-Job Holdersb

Percent Receiving

LOAN

$1J556 , $ 977
:(1;080) (704

61,9% 52.5%

$ 833

(768)

50.7%

$ 789 i $1,088 $ 692 $ 605

(793) , (924) (547) 680

32.3% 42.5% 57.1% , 28: 7%

421 $ 466 $ 372 S 409 '
(424) (475) (296) .- (382)

22.4% 24.3% 16.8% 0.9%

Average. Amount to 95d
, Loan Recipients') (575)

, ,ftrcent Receiving 20.3

BENEFIT'

$1,01 $ 762

.-(64 (463)
$ 777
,(44g)

">.

31.7% 21.8% 14.5%

. .

AverageAmount to, $ 854 $1,017 $'-602 $ 791

Yeneficiariesb 1 (732) . (819) (396) (708)

,

'Percent Receiving 5.1% '4.4% 4.6% 5.14%
.

.

iv

,- ,
,- ,

..

°GoveiTmentrevenue dependence is calculated as. the shire of institutional re-

venues available for ilstruetional purposes flinsied through all government revenues.
Calculated percents exclude students for whom no institution,reenue data ai-a avail-
abjle (approximately 14%).

bAverage amqunts calculated .for those repPrting. type of aid. Standard, d&-

viations are shown in parentheses beloyiqatculated means, - . 4

. 1(J

4
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.TABLE
z.

1 A b T Institution Dependence on Gift and Endowment Income

TYPE OF

OTAL AID

10 GIFT AND NDOWMENT'INCOME AS SHARE OF IRSTRUCTIONAL BlidGETa

A41

Studa,i-tS

Up to 10 OVer'
,

10.

Percent _iPercent
.N

_

*
AVerage Amount,''tp $1,084 , $ 984" $1,653
.Aicl Recipienes° (935) (861) l(1,91)

. ,
.

Percent ReCeivtng 94.07 52.5%' .64.8Z

Average Amount to
Grant Recipients'

$ 789

(793)

Percent Receiving 32.3%

WORk

Average Amount to
JOG KolderSb

Percent Receiving,

. 693 $1,199
(725) (959)

31.0% -s 48.5%

4Z4 . $ 4i8

44E1) (403)

22.4% _21.8%

LOAN.

. -

Average Amount to $ 950' $ 923
i:can Recipients' (575) (573)

Eihclat_Recei4ing _ 20.3i

I

42p

(42')

, 28.1'

,$ 942

(585)

53.4;

_BENEFIT
>

J

.
,,.' -

,

Average Amount to $ 854 $ 789 51,156
-Beffificiariesb (732) (689) i'(921)41

Percent Receiving ' 5.1%
- 5.1% 4.4% 4

aDependence
" .

_
.

on.gift,and endowment income is calculated as the 11are of instigi-

reVenues available for instructional purposes funded 4.hrough gift and en-
dowment incpme Calculated percents eAcludp students for Whom no- institution
revenue data ere available, (approximately 14).

.

b
Average amounts are calculated

,

for those reportin type of aid. Standbrd

deviations are shown in parentheses below calculated mans."
4 1.
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aid, particularly fromgrahts or loans,- Further, those aid reciplents en- .

.%

, rolleCat institutions with a relatively large, share of the budget net through

tuition (or a relatively small share met through public subsidiei) reported a8-

/.

average $1,535 in total-aid -- nearly one-half again as large as the average
.

.

. . ,

amount'repomtea by all aid recipients. Ihe'PaiterIS for erm-ti workers and

beneficiaries were not as pronounced. The recipient shares and average amounts
4 I,

N.

are'move.nearly
,

equal across xbese groups.
4.

The observed distribution probably reflects two complementary influences.

First, high tuition. institutions enrolled students writh greater need (eweri after

accounting for difference in the students' family income 'distributions afiong

institutional groups). Second, these institutions here able to marshal greater=

amounts'of institutional aid funds (from tuition income and other sources) to

.

meet matching requirements
1s,

and to make more and larger student-aid awards. ..

This,latter observation is supported by the distilbution of student aid
. .

according ta institutional private gift and ,demment income, pres6ixed in
.

,
.. .

.
-

. . .0

Table IV-9. The larger recipient Ahares f total aid, grant, work, And loans

is consistent with at least two complem4tary explariations. FII:?it, greeter

amounts of the private gift and endowasent income might haveenabled instituilons
. . . A .

.

to apply general institutional funds to student aid purposes. Second, tuitions

at these institutions could be high,.e,,en after applying gift and endowment in-
..

come towara instructional costs. As before',.. work support was least

sensitive to the institutional-grouping.. Significantly, the receipt of

414,

qt.

4t

1 .
4

4 .

:
type of aid is less dependent on the finano4aid.programs and pol'ic'ies

; .

the. inst itution. . . . . .

t0

1Q4
**.



1V-34

.

.

Institutional' Student,Aid As_ institutions al loCate student aid;,
o

they draw Upon funds provided by Federal ,t,State, 1dca1 , and other non-
.,

inslitutionalprograms in ackclition'to their own discretionary funds. Non-

institutiAlal- funds generally enable the institution to distribute more,
4 , . i

and in some Instances, Jarger amounts of financjel aid awards. Discretionary-
institutiOnal student aid' funds also Ifontri6ute to and larger, awards.

But, beyond this, there are two other reasons why-Thstiuttonaq im-
..

isort9nt. First, these monies can be used to Package around relatively rigid

a;vard.requiremen'ts in the non - institutional programi. Greater .amounts of ,

instituAonal funds, then, perniit ttegeting on those types.' of. Auderits'the
.

ins titution wishes. td Secoryl, non institutional aid programs captain

implicit or explicit matching requirememtswhichmust be met with insti-
,

.

btioditl. funds,/ We can expect'more aid to more recipients -,- and more pro-

mounted targeting -- at institutions with larger amounts of institutional
40.

aid.

. .

r Entering full-time freshmen in,the NLS enr'olled at postsecondary insti-
,

, ,..
' tutions with relatively erecter amounts of discretionary aid funds were

. .

slightly more likely to receive most types of student aid. Ai reflected IA
k..

.

able 1V-10, th-is appears io bk true for the types of aid admii-

stered primarilyithrqugh the institutions. Whereas 36.64 of students in insti-
, .

tufTons ViTti-i-raTg-e-r-TrutretTt-attt--trudget.s -r,ece.i-red--e--e-rent--erttliar--sctratarstiti57-grVir,

recipients comprised an estimated 30.34 of the students at institutions
/
with ,,

., . .
,

. smaller amounts of available institutonarfunds. The recipient shares were
.-.

, ,

1
.

more similar for,..job holders (21.54 compared to 23.7%) and btneflciaries .

,

/For example, the Educational Opportunity Grant program.611.0 for 50 percent
..-

matching with aid from other soui-ees. The College Work-Study and National
Direct Loanprogram Federal allocations to.institutions must be.augmented by
'10 percent from institutional funds.

105-'
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1,
. . It.. TABLE 1V-J0 .

00.
0 /',

.0 .ii V v.
1 i V , . V 10

__ Financial Aid Received by Enterinq 09/2-73 Full-41me
.
Freshmen .

6x Type of.nd aria Available institution Student Aid Funds%

. , ,,- ,, .'... .. -Z ..
_ ,

TYPEAWAID,' .DISCRETIONARY. STUDENT AIQ FUNDS AS SHARE OF STOENT,BUDWia. '

TOTAL' AID

t
. . Up tp 5 Over 5

Students PerCent, Nvrc'eYit

Average Amodht to
Aid Recipientab

Percent,ReceiVinC

\-
Average Amount to
-Grant Recipients b

Percenf Receiving

WORK.- .

$1,084 - $1;007

(935) (4421_

51.0% 52.8%*

-S. 789
(753).

$ '686

(812)

32.3% 30.3%

$1,193'

(9521

56.1%.

$ 896
'(792)

# .

.

,". Aver4ge AoOnt to $ 424 $ 458 $ 400. . .

. -'Job Holdersb (421) (469) (350-.

Percent Rec4i,ving 22.4% 21 .%. 23.7%
.4

f

LOAN

Avirage Amount. to
Loan ReciPientsb

. .',Perdent%Receiving

r

BENEFIT

A,'4erage AMOUMA,0

'Beneficiaries

PersenOteceiving

$ 950'

(575)

- 20.3%

.

$1,009'
<614)

18.3% 0 0

$ 877
1(51p)

22.9%

1

$..054 $ 781
(732) (698) .

5.1% 5.6%

895
(A59)

w.

5T
t

Students' grouped according to CNe share of student costs of attendance. coveted
by drscrefionary i .nstitutional student aid_funds (see text). Cal,hd4ted percents
exclude students for whom no in'stitutionit.student aid or cost..data re aieailablt

(approximately 14%) . -...

bAverage amounts calculated for those reporting type of aid.' Stan

deviations are showit in parentheses below calculated Means.

.
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to 5.L %).

3.

f`

'Wh'il students enroltdd " in institutions with larger amounts of-
,

. ,. . . t

. institutional aid funds received larger average amounts of total 4d, the/
, . . /

pattern'differed*aCc64-dingto the type of aid received: Spec.ifically, __

job holders 4n4seudent borroweri attending institutions with ffialfer,amounts.

of institutional aid fundsrreporteA larger avera4eearnings (1458 vs. $400).

),
and larger. average loans 01,005 vi. $877), Most of these ald recipients

aitendedgpublic two-ear, proprJaary, or vocational institutions at which

the loan or job alone provided the only non-family type of aid.-Instkutions

with 3argec. amounts of institutional aid tendtd ta have higher costs and to

package Sie(see Section 3.below). Hence, aid recipients at these-latter 7'

schools tended to receive sri-iller amounts of each of several types of aid.

e .
The receipt and amount of aid reporte6bY the NLS freshmen also applared

to be related to institutional participation in Federal campus-based student
.

aid programs. Except'for transfer income,benefits,'studehts enrolled at 1".
.

. . . ,

participating institutions were more lik4ly to recelveeach type of aid,

,

The difference in recipient spares was most
.

pronounced among grant and
'

- -'
scholarship winners,. As shown in Tablas 1V-1.l.t/o IV-13, approximtely.

- (

35 percent. of entering freshmen attending schools participating',in the
.. .

College Work-Stud (CW-S), Educatiorial Opportunit drant (-E0G), $34,hational.

-. -.

Dhsect Student Loan (NDSL programs-received a graiit or scholarship : 'This

4.4

is six to ten perdentage points greater than the share of grant recipients
I,

. . *
at non-participating instrtutianst

.
.

.
.

.

. ,

Paradoxically, 6verageamounts of aid report by'reciprel-its attending .

.
. -.-.,

. .

institutions which did not receive campds7based a, id were generelly greater
C

than the mean'amounts recorded at participating schools. LNatably , average , .

.
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-' 47.= -- TABLE IV-11

"--c
- Financial Aid Received by 1972-73 Entering Full-Tipa'FreshMen

.
. 1. by Type&of Aid and lostgtution College Work-Study Fund's .'t

I r . _
Lt_,

, .

,1
. 0, .

. 4 .
1'f*

pH OF AID .6L1,EGE WORK:STUDYAID As SHARE OF STUDENT'BUDGET

A A,

-s

I
IV -37 I

r

:

TOTAL'AID

'All

Students r. None
Up to 25
Percent

%Average Amount to t$1,08.14

11':0173 7

$1',,107 .

' Reci-Oientsb (935) . (937)
."

Pereent Receiv/ng 54.0% 52.5% 54.7% '

4

'GRANT-

A

(1'
. \

Amount
.

":" Average Amount t6 --$ 789
.

,Grat_Recipientsu -", (1055),
:.

t793)
.7

.Pe rcent Receiving

-

32.3% \\28.2%

i ,

.1/-_.--. .

WORK 1 '

..... %.

.

p , ,
.

Average Amount to 424 $ 477

Job Holtlersb itqli (519)

.- .
).

Percent ReceivI ng 22:4%, 20.6%
....

; i

LOAN

Average'*Amount to'' $ 950
Loan Recipientsb (57.)

eercent Receiving 20.3% .

S 993

(546)

13.6%

R.

$ 41$=
(396

23.0%

al

l
I

BENEFIT

tivePage Am6unt ,to

Benefiti ries°

,-

Percent ReceiyIhg

$ $5.4 $1,156

(732), (844)

1.5.4%7

$ 779'

(699)_
.

, '4,8%

'. ' . .

...
aStudent§ grouped according, to the share of student costs of arttendbjg

,

covered by College Work7S'tudy fUrids (stir text). Calculated percecIs exclude
studenta for whim no cost data are ava 'able (approximately 14%)-e '

.
.

.-
bAverage amOuhis calculated for those reportin'i type Of aid.- Standard de='

. .

viat, ib. ns are'ShoW n
.

i n par enthe se e' bdlow calculated means.- ,-

x -1 0 3-'.
1.
.iA

, /
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'TABLE 11/- 12 *14!
-

fl-Time Freshmen.ktnancia Aid Receivaby'1972-73
-* Type of-Aid and Institution Initial Yee4

,-

ntering Fu

educatioba

74111e .-,

. .

-.TYPE OF AiD INITIAL YEAR EOGAlo AS SHARE
0

$ 4.:
,-

All--1
Students ;None -

TOTAL Al D

/, Average Agopnt'to
. Aid Recipieneib

Percent Receivi-ng
r-

GRANT

Ave,rage Amount to

. Grant-Recipients/3

.

Percent Receiving.

WORK

A'verage Amount`t6'

Job=Holdersb

Percent Receiving

LOAN 7,111..,

Ave_ gage 'AmoUnt to

Loan Recipients'

Percent ReceiNin§

`BENEFIT

'Pr
4

Averagd Amount to
Beneficiaries'

'Percent Receiying.

.;o

$1,084
(935) -,

44.0%

k

$ 789--

(793)

32.3%

4

$ 1

( 1 ,028

52

1 Opportunity Grant Funds,()Pi STUDENT BUDGETa'
Up to 25 4

Petcent

424 "$ 481
_ (421) (477)'

*22.4% ' 21.6% '4

$!.956
(575)

20.3 %

4

854 '.

(732)

5.1%

$ 1 , 0 7 3

(534)

$ 950 t''
(720) 4.

4.9% e

,:$1,116.
0411

54:5%

415
(766) ,

35:2%

4.0

'

,

. .

$ 823

(754)

. . . .

a StudInts grouped according 'to share of student costs of attendance covered/
by Initial'Year .Educational Opportunity Granti funds 4see.te tY. Calculated .

percents exclude students fdr whom no cost data are.ivarlab e Tapproximately 14):
.---.-

b4verage amounts calculated for those reporting type f aid.,. Standard'deulations, .

...areshown.lp parentheses belowcalculated °mons. d -_'
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TABitirIV:A3 4 '
,,?"1 4is ' I A

4CIP.

Fihancial Aid kecisVea i914.-7,3 rater ing. Fres4men
4'by Type of Aid a4ltationAlDirect :Student Loan `Funds

TYPE opAitt kATIONAL DIRECT STUDENT LOAN AID.AS-4SHARE oE sy(JOiNT BUDGEra:

) All Up'to'25
_StUdents

,
2Ncme `,T,. Percent'

.

,-70TAL AID,

:,-Average Amount_to

Aid Reipientsb,

. Percent Receiving

e

s

f;

at.

$.1,084 , $ 91$ 01151.
(935). f968). -1(947)-

54.-0%." 50.9 55.3% .

Average Amount to $ 789 . $. 68l $ 832
Grant Recipientsb (793) (1,008) , (773)

Percent "Receiving 32. 25.8% 35.7%
.t

WORK lit

.

Average Amount to . $ 424 - )$ 4
-

430 , $, 424,7

. Job Holders') (4210 (459)- (462)
. ,

Percent. Receiving ,
17i2.4%

. 22.8% 22.7%

LOAN .

Average Amount to
-Loan Recipientsb

40Percent

. .4*

`BENEFIT ."\4

... ..,*

Average Amount to
Beneficiaries')

.7.

,Precent Receiving
r.

(

,1

P,\----

,$ 950 $ 989 , $ 915
(575) 1594) _ (5g4)'

20.3% 15.1% Z2.1%
tl,

$ 854 $

(667) - (748)

5.1% n 5.0% 4.5%

/e''
.

.

Students grouped according to the share of student costs of.attendance covered
bYNational birect Student Loan funds (see text). Calculated percents exclude
studntsLfor whorm'no cost dataare available (approximately 14%),

.

bAverage amountslcalculated for those reporting type of aid. Standard

deviations are shown In parentheses below calculated'means. '

r .
-«

1f1 o
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-- 4 I

. terartjme earnings Measure&$477 forjob holderd at institutions not partici-
. . di

patIrig in the CW-S program,,,or almost .$60.moe-than the mean amount.df earnings,
ap

.

t . - \
, . .

reported by student workers attending institutions utilizing CW-S funds (see
., , \ , ..

.
, . . /

. ,- ,- . . . .
...!

_Table 4V-li) . SrMilarly average 10-in..proceeds Ore _$70 larger ($585 compared to
,

... . . .
-. . .

.,M15) for borroweri aixendiniins.tilutions which received no NDSL funds (see='
. .. V -:; ' '1/4..

*fable 1V-13). -This pattern was repeated' for most types of aid (excgpt grant)
.,. .

.

,
,

. /
and xellected tl.ie use of pac4ging at institutions which receive fodefal camptis-

- - . .

based studint aid funds.
16 -

.

...

.' - .

,
.-7-

0 1 .
.

, .
A ,' '. 0.fparticular interests is the 'slightly lai:ger grants awarded to redifillents

. - .. .

.attending institutions participatTng,inthe EOG program. Asshown in Table IV -12,
. .

these st6dents reported, on do overape4 $815 in grant and stholarship support
.

, (comparedto an overall average of $'785). it large part, this pattern reflected
.

'1, .

. .

the matching requirement in EOG (requirin g ard.fiddin other -- primarily insti-

tutional -- .sources to match each doper of EOG aid). )is requirement
)

elimi-

.

. .

nated many public two -year, Proprietary, and vocational institutions from thi

program, slime they were unable to match.EOG dollars (sge qRC (1$75 ))."

, .

important, it appearsfthat a sizeable amount-of the matdhing
,

was provided
. ,

,

c . . . .
.through grants, although loan and tern -time work opportunities cdUld be used

i .

as well.

.

Institqtion Type and Control.% The net effect of the student:and iristlC
.

-tutional charapteristics on.the allocation of student aid is shown in Table iii-14. .

, 7-
,
. ..

. ..
s

Here, the different institutional sectors incorporate differences in student .
,

family income, ability, and racial/ethnic group as well asdifferences in

instItutiohal'finalicing and student aid.

Note that full-time freshyer attending "high cost"-instifutions were more

likely to receive financial ajd. Over 60 percent of the entering full-time

0
111

:::".



-.1-1,40F AID

' -`

TOTAL

Average Amount-4,k_

) Recipient

Percent RecO-Vfpg

GRA/fT

Average Amount to

% ,-,

TARE IV
..-- ..,N .

F!nartt f a i-k.fi .Received by 197243 inter ins. Full-Time Freshmen
a

by ripe 6 r Al -and ips t 1 tu t I on. .Typet.and Control
1. .

Aj 1

Students

I $1,087

A935)

.Grant Recipiente,

Percent Receivrnq
, N. ler

WORK '77

AVer eA Arilupt to ..

Job. tiolders.a

Percent Receiving

n I.

LOAN'

Average Amount Ala.

Loan Recipientsa.

Percent Receiving

BENEFIT ,

Average Amount- to -$ 858-

`Percent

% , 4-,-(735)

Percent RecetVing* 5..1% 4.9%

.* ;

aAVerage amounts calculated for /hose

ICl/rated. means;

$..k790

(793

32.4%

t.
IdSTITUTION TYPE AND CONTROL

Pmb 1 c Pubi ic; ,7 'Private. Pei vati

_Four-Yea, Two;Year four-Yeas: Two-Near Proprietary
.

-$ 95 618

(773) (638)

53,2% . 47.2%

I. 670

(693)

31;1,4%

$ 427 415

(422) t* (334)

22.711r 19.3%

"
i/.

Vocational, Other

$Y; 723 $1,01111 $1 262 $ ,845

; (1,112) :(877) . (823) (708)

63.4% 554% 152.9% 44;1%

$ 427 $1,204. $ 610

(403} ,(957r (413)

21.8% 47.9% 36.2%

4.
, $ 381 $ 461

(41-2) (490i

26.3% 25:8%

$ 95

,486). (756006i

?fir. 3%, 19.6% 7.6%
1

$ 849
(6,84)

$1,040 $1,285
(632) (880)

341%. 18.4%

$ 658- $1,147

(629) . 1935)

6.2% 3.8%

(555)

16.1%.

$ 584

f (571)

22.6%

$1,365
1564) .

36.6%

$ $48 $1,193
(619). (619).

7.1%, 15:1%
.4 '

reporting type, Of aid. Standard deviation's are Shown In

$ 513 $ -ECO 0 ,

1552) (686)

13.4% 30.3%

$ "565, Z5.1

(544) (311)

17.0% 22.9%

.$1,106" $1,b81.
(398) (418)

15.1% 22.0%

$ '870

(806)

6.7%

$1,167

(979)

1.2%

p9ednthes4 below

11.3
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_I s f ,.

freshmen at pri*vate four-year and proprietary institution's ident fled themselves
-

as aid recipients. The private four-year college freihmen were ng the met ..,._,.,

.
. -7

e
, likely toHrecelveg?ants (47.9 percent) or.laans (34.0 percent).

.!. , : ;T
. School freshmen were'ainamang the most likely to have used ice

. but were among the least likely to receive grant or scholarship
4,

t'
Proprietary ^

s (36.6 percent)

.

d (ah estimated

16.1 'percent share). Less than half of the freshmen at the tat st-pdbiit boo-

s I
year institutions reported receiving any term=time"aid, and thetmajority of

.4.
(

these recipients reported earnings from terra-time eruIoyment.

at pu4.1ic two -year colleges-Jmerage total aid to. recipients ranged, from
_3

to $.1,723_at-Prlvate four-year institutions. 'This pat

.- .

across institution sectors is generally mirrored for grant and scholarship
, ..

winners and borrowers. The least variation in either retipTilent shiret or
.

. -

tern in average amounts

average amounts appeared for term-time workers.

, .

3. Packaging of-Ald by Student/Familysand'InstitutionA butes

.Since costs of attendance and Institutional aid funds dIffei among

(1/4

-°:postsecondry institutioas, the needand capacity to package different%
-

types of aid also vary greatly. In some instances, hOwever, institutions

might package more types of aid orinclude grant aid to the most desirable

.students. These general.patterns of packaging are considered below.

't

0

0

.,i14

3

1

yl

/
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. .

_ Student/Famili, Attributes. Certain types, of students tended'to receive

more types of aid and grant packages than others. The distributions of aid

ckages, according to the attributes of the student recipient are presented

in Table Pt-15. The distributions suggest that low income, high ability& and

minority aid recipients were more likely to receive more-than one type. of

student a id. %pile over half of thg lowest income aid recipients reported
..te

- more than sorlg type of aid (51.4%), an estimated 22:8 percint of the highest

4
'Income groUp received a multiple-type aid package. A similar, aithougbdnot

as pronounced, difference emerges ripen white and black il4 recipients are

compared.

Grant packages, with and without other aid, were most common among
.

low income and high ability ai recipients, accounting for68.3 per4nt

and '75.8 percent of the packagei, respectively. But, whilethe low income

aid recipient was less likely to receive grants as a single-typi'of aid,
- .

the high ability aided studgnt was relatively more likely to receive grant

aid as single type (36.3% vs. 21.7% for low ability recipients) or packaged
.

with other types;of aid (39.5% vs. 25.4% for low ability' recipients).

)7,
Since the high. - ability students were more likely to attend higher cost,

private f0r-year colreges, this pattern. might have reflected the need

40

f

I

115



Ar".44
4.

.

, -
---'''''',.

TABLE IV-15
-_-

,.
--_,.4

____

k -

Composftion'of Financial Aid Package Received by 1972:73Aided Entering Full-Time Freshmen
t,

Selected Student and Family Attributes ,

. -

STUDENT/FAMfLY'
ATTROU'It

-
4

COMPOSITION OF PACKAGE
In

Percent Distribution)

Tote] , ;

Aided Single Type Only More ThanAhie Type
Freshmen

W4-th Without
Grant Work Lo i Benefit = , Grant G4int

Alt Aided Freshmen 100.0 !6.9 18.5 1.1:8 5.1 32.7 .5p1

FAMILY INCOME QUARI;ILE'l_

Low, "4".'1, : 100.0 22.3' 9.8 .10.3v 6.2 46.0 5.4

Cower Middle ---100.0 "24.8 16.3 11.4; 4.6 37.8 5.1

Upper Middle 100.0 - 28.3 19.9 12 1 `qt-I 300' 5.5

High 100.0 31-.9 30.4- 11,2 57 18.4 4.4
, --

. -

ACHIEVEMENT/ABILITY GROUPb

Low 100.0 21.7 24.1 15.0 '6.9- 26.4 - , 5.9

Lower Middle 100.0 25.5 16.4 12.9 '-- 5.6 33:8 .5.8

Upper Middle 100.0 30.0 P4.0 .8.9 3.9 39.7 3.5

High r 100.0 36,3 13. 6.2 : ; 16 39.5 3.2
. ,

of , -
.

RACIAL/ETHNIC GREF

White, ito.o '27.9. 19.3 13.44 5.3'. 31.6 ;4:5
Black 100.0 16.6 12.3 15.1 4.0, 42.9 9.1

-Hispanic 100.0' - 23.4 '1°0.3 14:7 3.7 rt 39.8 8.1

Other . 100..p 29.5 2240 6.5 2.3 36,3 3.3
..,';

A.

, I

Income quartiles calculated from student-reported income interval 'estiMStest
Low = lefs-than $7,500; Lower Middle = $7,500 to $10,500; Upper kliddle -.= $10,500 to

$1,000; High = over $15,000. Diaributibns exclude students for 1:/hod no Income estimate
is available (approximately 18%). . 1

4
I

.
b
Stud ts are_grouped, according to SAT - equivalent scores: Low.= lessthtn 800;

Lower Mid le = 800 to 950; Upper Middle = 950 to,),I00; High = over 1,100. Distributaons
exclUde students -for whom no SAT-equivalent score is available (approximately 2%).

cStudents pre grouped according to self-identified racial/ethnic category. Other

category Includes American Indian and Asian-American students. Disivibutions exc side

students for whom na racial/ethnic identification is available (approximately 2%)
4.

4.

lin



faced by higher income families (met with Iristitutional grant aid only) and
-
by_lower income families.(met with Federal and institutional granttaid- plus

eeher types) at these institutions:

t.

C

. _,
.

It is interesting_ to note that lower ability,.b;ack;'or hispanic lid

. ,. i

recipients were. eelatively more likeirto rely op marls as the only type
-,

of aid. For the 1?w ability recipients, loans apparently met the >

need that higher ability students filled with other types of aid and multiple.

type packages. For blacks., however, the relatively heavy the of loans

occured in spite of the fact that'ehey were also-more likely to receive
,

packages with more than one type of alc 2.0% compared to 36.l% of tie,,

white studentiY. Since minorities were more likely to attend public two-year,

proprietary, and vocational institutions, the use of loans proably.reflected the

differences in eneollments across institutional seciors.

minorities might have en6oqntered greater difficulties in lining Up part-
. , , .; ,.

time, off-campus `employment. Either explanation (or a combination of both)
4 (

could account for the diStribution of aid packages across racial/ethhic

groups.

institutional Attributes. .The composition of the financial aid package

differed according` to' institutional attributes as well. These differences

are evident y! Table IV-16. Among 1572-73 aided full-time freshmen, those
c

. ,

attending institutions which enrolled` relatively higher income'or higher ability
4

ptudents were more likely to receive more than one type of aid. In partidular;

an estimated 37.7 percent of all aided students reported a multiple aid

package. Among those enrolled at higher incomor higher ability institutions,

multiple -type aix1 packages accounted for 47.6 percent and, 51.0 pertent Of

the aid packages, respectively. These same students also were more likely

4
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I. 4 ,
a - TABLE IN-16 l

. . . ' . . .' .

Composition of Financial Aid Package Received by 1972-73 Aided Entering Fun-Time Freshman
by Selected institution Characteristic's

- ..

INSTITUTION ATTRIBUTE

All Afdeil Freshmen

,MEDIAN,fANILY INCOME

QUARTTLESa

Low
Lower_ Middle

Upper Middle

MEDIAN ACHIEVEMENT/
AMITY GROW.

....?

Lower Middle
./ Upper Middle

High

- INSTITUTION RACEc

-Predominantly White 100.0
Predominantly Black -100.0

-Total

Aided
Freshmen

- 100.0

COMPOSITION OF PACKAGE
(Perent Distribution).

' .

)*

Sihgle Type Only liore Than One Type-

With Without
Grant Work, Loan Benefit Grant Graht

26,9 18.5 11.8 ,5.1. , 32.7

a

106.0 '23.7 21.9 13.3 5.8 27.9 7.4
100.0 27.1 18:6 -10.0 5.k 33.5 5.4
100.0 29.1 lb.3 10.8. 12.2 44.2 3.4

.- t
.

. ,

1.00.0 - 19.1 21.8 21r7 7.0 _23.1 7.3
100,0 26.5 26(4 9.6 . 6.6 26.6 4.3

100.0 '30.6 12.9 9.4 3:9 38.2 5.0

ibo.o 27.3 9.8' 10.2 1.7 48.2 2.8

27.1 18.6 11.7 5.1 32.6 4.9

11.45 15.0 12.9k .9 49.1 10.6

-
. ,.

aStudents are grouped according to median family income at the Institution attended:
Low = less than $7,500; Lower Middle = $7,500 to $10,500; Upper Middle = $10,500 to
$19,004 High = over $19;000. Distributions exclude students fier whom no median family

income estimate is available (approximately 22%). .

s.- ,

IIStudents are grouped accord(ng to the institution-reported median Freshman SAT score:
Low=1ess than 800; Lower Middle = 800 to 950; UpperMiddle ft 950 to 1,100;PIgh = over
,1V. Students for whom no mediSn Freshman SAT score is available are assuassured to.be

en led at nonselective institutions and are assigned an institution SAT score of 374

(see Radner and Miller (1975))., - . .

$tudentsare grouped according to the institution-reported,predominint racial/ethnic
composition of 'tbe student body. Students for whom'ho institution race identification

is SvaiTabie are included the predominantly white institution distributions. :

118.
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---
. to have received grants, rjthlor without other types of aid. Notably, aid pack-.

i

ages at'"low'iticome" or "loW fibili institutions consisted, in large part, of
g

, 0 . . -

loan or work proceeds as the sole source of external support. Af institutions with
..

i --.

relatively tow income students,'21.9 percent of:the al-d.recipients reported

earnings as the sle source of aid. For.aid recipients.attenCling low ability:111st
s .

. - 1

tutioni, about 22 percent received earnings and a9 equal share relied'solelf on ..

fanss The 21.7 percentreporting loan aid only was Over double the share re-
.

corded by their peers attending "upper middle income" instifiltions.
y.

These comparisons4,highligiktha underlying differences in student costs of

.

attendance .and institutional capacities to'padkage aid among institutions. The
.

higher income and higher ability studen t bodies are locafed at higher cost pr4-

vate institutions. To some extent, students atthise institutions require larger

amounts of aid and, hence,'a multipTe7type aid paCkage.. Beyond this, the private

institutions have larger amounts of institutional funds, which can account for

the large share of grant packages. Public two -year, vocational, and proprietary

institutions -- those serving the lower income or lower ability stOint popu-

lation -- generally have lower costAitattendance and/or smaller amounts of

institution al resources. _Either attrlbSte reduces the likelihood of packaging

grants or mdrethan.one type of aid: 'Since many loans add term-time jobs are
_./_. .

secured by the st4dent through non;-institutional channels, the heavy reliance on
-

these types of aid reflects the limited role of'the institutional aid office

A \at these schools.-- .
--,-,

--__ ,... ,

.4
-.1. ,

. .
, ) -

/Among 1971-73 Studerit Resource Survey respondents, fOr example, only one-fourth,
of the jobs-were-identified as "on-campus" or College Work-Study positions ollege
Entrance Examination Board [1979a)). - ..

.
.

a
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m -
,

: Melly, referrjnp:back to Table IV-16.,.aided students attending pre..
,

' e

dominaht4y black institutions were almost ont4dif again as likely to recei

a multiple -type aid package as'theaverage aidcdstucient. . Here, anestimate
.

,---- cL-

___. 55.7 percent received more than one type of aid compared to 37.7 percent for FA'.
_ . .

.
.

.

_

. ,
. all aided students._ This findingshould pot be surprising, since the pre-

__ . .

,-

-r-
. . .

dominantly black institutions generally served a lower income clientele.- Two

differences in the distribution oraid packages betwsr the institution racia
..

. groups are of interest, however. First, when all grantrecipients were combfilltd

(with and without other types of aid), there was a remarkably small differtnW:

in the shares receiving grants: 59.7 percent In predominantly white institutiphs

versus'64.6 percenein bfack institutions. Second, it appears that single

4
aid recipients at the black colleges were mord likely to receive loans. As4., .

noted above, both findings are consistent with apparently relatively small

amounts of institutional aid funds at-the biack.colleges.

-*
fi

- Institutional Financial tharacteristics. The composit ion ofthe fidantial
. !,,

aid package appears to be associated with differences in institutionaVsOurces

. of revenue. For institutions receiving a large share of their instruciDonal

171
__. revenues from student tuitions, the greater need for financial aid appeai-td

.
. :-.

--. -

to bemet through multiple -type packages or loans. Thii finding emergef,

from the data present in Table IV-17. lAn estimated 49.; perient of aided-

. - ,

NLS full-time frethmen enrolled at high tuition-dependent schools report0

.
. -...

receiving more than one type of aid: Furtheur, these students Were almost.f .
twice as likely to have received a loan as -their peers attending lower tuition

. ,
-

Institutiont (12.3 percent compared to 6.7). As expected, the pattern was

reversed when students were grouped accoMing to institution dependenceion

government revenue.
.

t 4
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TABLE-iV-17

,
, Composition of Financial Aid Package Received by 1972-A Aided Entering Full-time Freshmen

by Selected InStitutiphil Ftnanc4al.Charact6ristice

INSTITUTION FINANCIAL-
= --CHARACTtR4TIC

-

.,
Total

- Aided
Freshmen

COMPOSITION OF P4C,KAGE
(rercenf'Distribution)%

Plingle Type Only

Grrit Work Loap Benefit .Grant Gran

, .

-
. /

, . ..

Hore'Than'One Type
,/

With Without

..AII.Kided Freshmen
-. 100.0 .26:9 1.8.5 11.8 - 3i.7, 3:

.,itiON
AS SHARE OF.

INSTRUCTIONAL BUDGETa
1 '

Up to 20 Percent 100.0 26.0 31.5' 6,7 7.6 21.9 4.3

20. to 60 Percent 100.0 29:5 16.3 10.9 4.0 34.6 4.7
-Over 60 Percent 100.0 24.7. 10.3 12.3 37: 43.3 5.7

'GOVERNMENT-REVENUE
SHARE OF INSTRUCTIONAL
BUDGET

100.0 24.6' 10.4 11.8' 3.3 44.0 5.9f Up to 20 Percent
20 to 60 Percent 100:0 31.,.9 .12.6 10.6 4.0 38.9 24
Over 60 Percent

of

100.0 28.1 23.5 9.4 5.8 28.5 4.7

GIFT AND ENDOWMENT'
. INCOME AS SHARE OF / A

INSTRUCTIONAL BUDGETa, .

Up 10 10 Percent, 100.0 27.7 19.7 : 11.1 -.5.3. .51.2 5.0

Over 10 Percent . 100.0' 24.6 9.7 7:6 2./ 51.0 4.9

.
,

..

aCalcuiated as, share 9f institutional revenues available f'orinstructionalpurposis
funded through specified 0 ce. Distributions exclude students for whom no institutign
revenue data are avefl

4
. 7.,

--; -

., '. Iry

pproximately 14%).

O
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il ,...
[

A nsiq&lon's im141-ch util lied greater amounts 'of gift and endowimedt income
----

. ., . I . Tr

,,,
1

. , .,,V4 e .5Z
were more I ikelY to package several types of aryl,. to, their needy' students:

- - -.-. i
, - , . . . .

36.9 .prcipt. of all 'aided students at these school s fecelyed.multIple-type

-. , .

ajiii paika:ges.- jiice theie institutions were Tore likely tb be private, the
.. ... O

. .

...,:.

. , ,, .4., . z-- ,,

packages. prob-abilif filled a.need for larger anichints of aid.
v.,: - .., .., .

.

multipielype
--' 4

It is 4igteresti tonote_that the;institutions employing greater shares of

_
inr4ne 1* ,pb _ t 0 package around' grants.and scholarshipsgift ana, ehdow#t

to over. ar'ee7foa'ths- of ,t4pi r aid recipients. As shoymn , this
-

reduced, the

1 74
stjare or recipients at these institutions employing term -time earnings, loan

proceeds, or transfer income benefits ietheir sole source Of external support.

Student Aid budgets, Finally, a comparison of the distribution_of pack-
,

, ages accordipg to sources of institutional aid funde is presented in Table IV -18.
4, .

The pattern of packages for _each student aid budget source was similar. Instr-

tutions witki"),reater amounts of discretionary'sfudent a1,4 funds or partici-

*pating in.a Fideral campus - based. student aid program were more likely to pro-
.,

vide multiple-tril packages. Over 43 percent of the aid packages at instl-
/
tutions utilizing greater relative amowits/Of discretionary aidNrceived this

typo, of package, a full. five percentage points greater than the proportion dk.

evidenced by other institutions. When' students.are

institution's participation in Federal campus-based

pattern emerged_

. .

Two factors can account for the observed distributions. First *, private

col leges,,which imposed greater tuition charges on their, students, were more

likely to use and require institutional and Federal funds in meeting re-
. /

latively`§reater student needs. Second, the Federal prpgrams included explicit

and 'implicit matchingrequirements within the programs aid with"other types

grouped according to their

aid programs, the same

4

and sources of aid. Institutions lacking the need to package large amounts \,

, .._

ofaid per student, or lacking the resom to meet the matching requirements,
. .

:

- .

c.

. would not participate in the programs. / '
4-
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TABLE-
!
V
;
18

.

:

Compbsjtitin of FinancSal Aid Package Received by 1972-73 Arted Entering Pull-Time Freshmen
At:** by Sd/ecied Institution Student Aid Budget Characteristics

t

-INS:MUTIONATTRIFE

All Aided Freshmen 100.0

c

.Total'

Aided
Freshmen

DISCRETIONARY-STUDENT
AID FUNDS AS SHARE OF
-STUDENT BUDGETS

Up' to 5Perceni
Over 5 Percent

^COLtEGE. WORK-STUDY
-FUNDS AS SHARE OF
STUDENT BUDGITI,

Norte

Up yto _Percent_

INITIAL YEAR EDUCATIONAL
OPPORTUN3TY GRANT FUNDS
.AS,,SHARE OF ,STUDENT

.BUDGET

None
fstb.

0
Up to..25 Percent,

r,

(JIATIONAL.DIRECT STUDENT
-LOAN'FlitaAS SHARE OF .

STUDENT BUDGETb

None 7

Up to 25 Percent

'

aStudents grouped according to sh of, Student ciosts Of attendance,covered by average
discretionary institutional studentairoutlays pee text). Distributjons exclude students

COMPMTION OF PACKAGE4.
(Percent Dis.tribution)

`L

Single ylrrtrril't More Than One Type

Grant Work
-

26.9 18.5

Loan

11.8

Benefit
With: Without"
Grant ,:,Grant

32.7 5.0

100.0 27:2 20.7 10.8 5.2 31 .ft 4.7
100.0, 26.9. 15.8 9.2 4.5 383.

100.0

100.0

`- 25.4 21.9 14.0 7:0
27.5 17.2 10.0 4.3

100.0 23.7 21.7 f6.3 b4
100.0 N 27.6 17.1 9.6c 4.5

26.6 25.8,, 12.3

100e0 27.3 16.0 10.2

. t

35.9

25.4
36.4

.6.3 '

4.3 ;, 37.3"

4.8

6.9

4.8

5;1

4:9

formhom no institutional data are' available (a0 roxlmetely 14%).
_ .+7

bStudents grouped according E6 shere'Of,student costs of attendance covered by average
strident aid omtlay from specified program ('see text). Distributigns exclUde students for
Aciii no "Instktuttonal data are available (approximately' 14):

I>.

iet

4--
4
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//

.institution Type andCpptrol: The'distributlon of packages within

each institutional sectorprestnted-in Table reflects the cumulative

efficis of sttidentaid ipstitutional factors. 'in 1972-73).about.62 percent

of .all aided° entering fuif-time freshmen received a single type of aid.
0 i - , Y......'''

'L -a

The estimated shares of recipients with one iWoe of atd one rranged from 1

itiff3erent--a-t private,four-year institutions 'to 8k percent at vocational

schools, Public. two-year and proprietiry school recipients Were more likely

.

than-the avera§4 aid recipiint to receivefa single type of aid.
so

b

.
. . .

..1,

.

In part, these differences reflected differences in student costs of
4 .

*

attendahce. Tho-se attending the higher cost, private four -year institutions

{required larger amounts (and more types) of.ald. The differences:

also reflected-the matching` requirements in Federal campus-based student

aid programs. and the availabtlity of institutional funds. The latter Ob-

servaticm emerges'from compSring the distributions of, packages for private

four-year end proprietary school'aid'reCipients. Altsough costs of

attendande were neily the.same in both sectors,' aid-recipients in private'

four-year colleges were more ii-key to receive a package with more t,an one

type of aid. in fact, about'half tf all aided private four-yeas college
, . .

. a ._

studesnts:received a multiple tYpe,et'd, package which included some grant

or scholarship support:. On
.

the.othertand, OroprietarYschool recipients .

.
,

.

. -
1 a ,

relied most heavIly.on loans ""Y an. estimated 37.5% reported this aid as their
!".

sole.resource,of.externalilsupPOrt. *Further, those proprietary school aid re-
.

...,,,

,

. . -cip!ents receitang aofe.than,one type of aid were abOut equally likely to report .

_ , ,.., ,
4q

J
an aid: package w4

,
orj4Ithout grant support. Again, the finding implies that

,-

o ;-. . . ,

these studen, utillze4 non-institutional aid sources -- GSL, regular bank loans,

s
,,

_ "transfer income.benefitsi and part-time jobs -- to meet their expenses.

.
. .

- :V 4



TABLE

imposition of Financial Aid PackaggIt;ceryed by 1972-73 Aided Enterin4 FulT-Time Freshmen
by institution Type and Control

All-institutionS

Public Four-Yeart
Public Two -`dear

.yriAkap four-Year
Priv to Two-Year
Proprietary ,-

Vocational

4

-

.04

_7

COMP0SITTO4 OF FACKA6E --"'
(Percent.DiWilluti,o4

-c

Tptal
1

1 I
'4

Aided Sikgfe Type.Only' More-Than ,One Type,

Fre ,
,

. ,

100'.0

Grant 4 Work

2.,9 18.4

Loan

*1.7

100.0. 31.b 15.0 11.6

100.0 24.5 35.97 6.3'

100.0 25.3 9.0 8i0

100.0 38:4 7.9 17.0

100:0 12.8 18.2 37.5

100:0 20.4 24.0 24.3

100.0 -23.7 23,e1. 20.8

125

With Without
),Benefit Grant Grant. -

5:1 ,33.0 4.9 .

4.7 '33.7 .0 /
7.6 214 . 4.0
2.2. 50.1 ,, 5.4.

8.1 27.2, 1.4

5.5 12.6 1.3.4 t`

14:5 9.9 6.9
1.1 28.3 3.0
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t 4.' Distribution and Fack7agfng of Federal Aid by. Student /Fatuity
--,---,' and institution Attributes .

Subject to program.restrictions and 'Institutional policies, the financial
--

ft

aidreceUved by the student gbrisists

plom:Federal and non-Federal sources.

of different ahlounts of funds combined
. .

From the perspective of the Federal--

paliY-rmaker,..it is useful to know%46 Federal aid is distributed along

-.=
various student and institutional categories. Further, it is helpfbi to

-.amine the extent to which Federal aid is augmented by:aid from non-Federal

sources. /- These patterns are examined below.

.

dent/Famil Attributes. In 1972- 73, 'Federal student aid appeared to

'be-distribute o lower income or.Tinority aid recipients. Further, when

non-Federal aid.was ckaged with Federal aid, these disadvantaged student_

. . .

groups tame more likel to receive the combined aid than higher income or
1,

majority students. These conclusios emerge from an examination of the-data

pr4sented in Table il/-20 Here, aid recipientserepartittoned into three

package categories! recipients of a combined Federal/non-Federal package,'

, 4 *

recipients of Federal aid only, and recipients of Eton- Federal aid only. Note

o that an estimated 75 percent of aided low,,ittome, full-time freshmen reported

Federatstudent aid from both sources, compared to, a 36.6 percent share among

their high income peers. In large part, the findings for low income aid

-/The dti'cusston which follows.is descriptive. Given the available data,
It 1s impossible tosay if Federal aid encouraged larger amounts of non-
Federal'aid to the Federallr=aided students than would be the case without
Federal aid: In fact, some have argued that Federal aid merely substitches
for the hon,Federar aid, freeing up funds for other students. While npt
espllArhere,-two points suggest that Federal aid programs are generating
non-Federalaid to the target groups. First, the Federally-aided stbdent
reported almost twice as much ald'as his/her non-Federally aided oder.
Setond, while 80 percent of all student aid 10972-73 derived from Federal
sources, almost.helf of the NLS fb11-timeaid recipients reported aid from
a jbn- Federal source.

a
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TAlEirtE IV -20

Packaging of Federal Ald to 1972-73=Aided Entering Full-Time Freshmen
by:Student and Family Attribdtes

STUDENT/FM*1.Y ATTRIBUTE' PERCENT OF AIDED FULL -TIME.FRESHMEN'

E.

'' Recelving.' Receiving. Receixing
Aided -Fdderal and federal" Non - Federal

Freshmen NOn-Federal Aid Aid Only Aid Only_

A11 Aided Freshmen* 100.0

FAMILY INCIME QUARTILEa

.Low
Lowir Middle
Upper Middle
*High

ACHIEVEMENT /ABILITY,
'GROUPE)

100.0 .

100.0
100.0

100.0

Cow 190.0
Lower,Middle 100.0 .-

. Upper Middle 100.9

High. 100.0:
. A

.

%

. ,

RACIAL/ETHNIC GROUPc

White
Black
Hispanjc.
Other

10Q.0
100.0

100.0

100.0

28.2 44.5
-

38.6 36.0 ',25.4
31.9 284 40.1
27:7 23. 49:2
16.2. 20.4 63.4

IL, 5

36.3 . 41.1

31.6 ( 27.1 41.3

31.0 22.6 46.4
35.4 AR .2.

C- .
27.3 '25.3 47.4
32.6 48.7 18.7
'39.4 39.0 - t: 21.6
32.5 :20.2 , 41.3

a'income quartijis calculated from student- reported income interval estimates:
Low 21. less than $7,500; Lower Middle = $7,500 to $10,5001 Upper Middle = $10,500
to $15,008; HigII,= over $15,000. Distributions exclude students from idiom no income
estimate is avallabli (approximately 18%). A ,

b$tudents qre grouped'according to SAT-equivalent scores: Low =: less thab 800;
Lower Middle P 800 to 950) Upper Middle Jw 950 to 1,100; High = over 1,100. Dls-,
tributions exclude stydents, for whom no SAT-equivalent score is available (approxi-

.

matefy 2%). t -

cStudents are grouped according to self-identifiedraialiethnic category.
Other category Includes American Indian And Asian-Ameridan students. Distributions-
exclude students-for whOM no racial/ethnk iden ifica i is available(approki-
mately 2%) .

1274 (

a
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,riciptintsapply ag yell to minority' recipients. Compared to their majority,
,

_peers, ',the aided ful1.7time minority freshmen- ITieri Fial-fFda 1-1`-f as likely ta----

have receivedFederalied (aboule percent of black and hispanic packages

versus 50 percent of aii4P- paokals to white students). 'Aided students from
,

low.inOme families were about eyally likely to receive a combined Federal/

non-Federal package 198,6%) and a Federal aid only paOka4e.06.04- Whilte

this pattern did not vary greatly across family income groups, the Ockaging

.
-

'of Federal aid apparently differed according to the student's racrilfethnic

'group. 'Note, in pariTcular, that nearly half (48.7$), of all aided full-time

( black freshmen reporteCtederal aid only. Abou -third reported the

combined federal/noo-Federal package. The relatively large amount of Federal

aid utilited at predominantlyblack colleges (see below) and- relatively

greater black enrollment in proprietary institutions (which tended to rely

(on
,

Federally-insured Student Loans) can explain, in part, the observed dig=
.-

tribution of packages.
. ,

When 1972-19 full-time aided freshmen are grouped according to their
. ,

acH ievement/ability scores, no large differences in the,share-of packages .

, . -

4 - ,

,

with Federal aid are apparent., These packages accounted for 49 (high abflity)

to 59 (low abilit0 perrllitgall packages awarded:2 BUt, while the low

Jachievement/ability ajdetl student twas more likely to have received Federal

aid only (36.9 perCentt the higher ability aid recipient-tended to report

he combined ederahl/nOn -Federal package (35.4 percent). In part, thi's

dilferince reflected the distribution'of students,by institution type.

It

/in an earlier study, the alithdrs have noted that the distribution of

- Tideral aid appeared to differ by the hype of Federal aid. Low ability

students were more likely to receive Federal work, Federal loans, or
Federal transfer income benefits. High ability students.evidenced a greater
likelihood to receive.Federal_granteor scholarships .(see Wagner and Tenison

i 1. 2a,_
.



Lower ability 'aided freshmen tended to enroll at. public two-year, proprietary,

or vocational institutions where Federal loans or work provided tie only. necessary
. -

or available aid.
7

Higher achievement /ability' tended to enroll at four,-

year instjtutions2.11ere, the, somewhat greater costs of attendance and larger.

apounts'of, available institutional aid led to combined packages.

The absolute and relative amounts.of Federhl aid awarded to the

l!typicaTli aided frdShmen within each student/famicy partitioned group is'

vlsually.displayed in'Figure .The average aided freshmen reported

:$565 in Federala-ivhich represented about half of the totalaid"Package.

Within aid packages, greater amounts of Federal dollars were awarded to low

income ($777), black ($874); and hispanic ($716 full-time freshmen, Across

achievement/ability groups; the Feder0.dollars received did not vary greatly,

although Federal aid as_a share of the total aid packagi,declined when .

ASP

the "typical" package received by low and high achievementObility groups were

compared-(61% vs..'55%). For bladk and hispanic aided full-time freshmen,

the larger amounts of Federal aid also represented a larger, share -- over

60 percent -- of the total aid received.

Average amounts of each type of Federal aid were generally greater for

black and low income aid recipients. This appeared,o be clearly true for
(

Federal grants and scholarships (058 and $224 for low income and black

freshman aid recipients, respectively) and Co ge Work-Study earnings

(1128 an4 $184, respectively). in each case, the'em ants were about.double

the average $104 in Federal grants and scholarships and $76 in College

Work-Study earnings recorded overall. The differences can be explained by -

two factors. First, as noted above, low income and_minority Freshmen aid

recipients were likely to receive Federal aid. Second,.students in

I
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Composition of Financial Aid Package Received by 1972-73 Aided Entering Freshmen

A by Type of Federal Aid and Student/Family AibtfriSi3tes

-FIGURE-1.1/71
r

-A13 Aided Fre*hmen

Fed CWS Federal
Grant Loan

FAMILY INCOME ,QUARTILE r -

Low,

Lower Middle

Upper- Middle

High

$40 !

Benefit

A
- - - -

6bilars

-I.
$1,000

1

$1,500

Non-Federal
Aiit

W W We 5 So
STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT /ABILITY GROUP

Low

IDEfir.Middle

.

Upper Middle

'High

W W W 1

0

C

RACIAL/ETHNIC GROUP

white

Black

Hispanic

c'Other_ i15

Ike
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e

theie grougs tended to receiye larger amounts of Federal-aid (withor with- ..

.

.

,, ,::*-

gut other:aid ,

,

c

With the variation across groups in mean amounts of aid repreSented in

t.....
.

the "typical" aid package, Fedkal loans. provided a rely ,contrast. Mean

reported loan amounts ranged from 75% (for high income aid recipients) to

105%..(for black aid recipient' of the Overall mean, $304. The relatively

narrow range reflects the wide-spread use of Federal loans in all groups as

well is fixed dollar limits onborrowing in the Federal loan programs.

/-'
/

institutional Attributes. Since institutions must tonfitnt different
7

types of student 'financial needs according to the type of Studedt served,

.it is .of some interest to eXathine'the use of Federal aid across

institutional groups. In the'Table 1V-21, 1972 -73 entering full-time fresh-

.

men-aid recipients are grouped according to the median fabily income,- median

achievement /ability score, and predoininant race at the institution attended.

i . ,

Across income and ability groups, the share of recipients reporting
.

Federal aid varied slightly. More pronounced differences emerged beta

1

en the

types ofFederal,packages. SpeOiftcally, 21.5 percent and 20.2 Per-cen of

the packageS'at "low income" and pon-selective (i.e., "liability")

institutions consisted of both Federal and non-Federal aid. By contrast,

the share of combined Federal/non-Federal packages at the upper Middle

er
incomerand selectivejnstitutions exceeded 40 percent -- nearly double.

Since institutions enrolling relativity higher income, or higher ability

stu4ents included a disBroportionatelyiarge number of:private and pubii

four-year colleges,) the greater share.of combined packages might ha'M

the ntt result of higher student costs,(requiring more aid doltaiS per,en,
' .

rojled student, and the non-Federal institutional funds available to help

13j
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TABLE IV-21
.

.Packaging of Federal Aid to 1972-73 Aided Entering Full-Time Freshmen
by Institution Attributes /

INSTITUTION ATTRIBUTE

1.

PERCENT oF,AIDED FRESHMEN

\...
o

4.;

J..: ' Total . Receiving Receiving Receiving r

--2;- -.Aided Federal and Federal Non-Federal

40shmen Non-Federal Aid - Aid Only Aid Only
Z.- ,_%

A1-1' Aided .freshme:;1

MEDIAN FAMILY INCOME

300.0 . 28.2 27.1 - 44.5

QUARTILEa

Low 100:0 2l .5 36.5 42.1

Lower Middle 100.0 28.9 25.61 45.4

Upper Middle' ' 100%0 40.2' 18.9 41.0

MEDIAN FRESHMAN
ACHIEVEMENT/ABILITY
GROUP°

Low' 100.0 20.2 - 39.3 40.5

Lower Middle 100.0 22-3 29.4 48i2

Upper Middle 100.0 31,9 23.3 . 44.8

High . io(Lo 44.T .16,2 . 39 . 6

INSTITUTION RAC' c
/

liredominantly_rUhite 100.0 26.7 - 28.2 45.1

Predominantly Black,. loo.cr'
.

0.7 . 27.9 11.4

u

.

aStudents are grouped according to median family income at the institution attended:
'Low = less Phan $7,590; Lot4er Middle = $7,500 to $10,500; Upper Middle = $10,500 to

5,000; High = over $U,000. Distributions exclude students for what' no median family

'Income estimate is available, (approximately 32$).

bStudents are grouped according to the institution-reported median freshman SAT

score: Low = less than 800; Lower Middle .= 800 to 950; Upper Middle = 950 to 1,100;

High = over.1,100. Students, for whom no median Freshman SAT score is available are,

assumed to be enrolled at non-selective institutions and are assigned an Institution

S'AT score of 374 (see Radner and Miller (1575)). 4,

CatuaehtS Are grouped according t the institution-reported predominant racial/

. ethnic composition of the Studeilt body. Students for whom no institution race

identification is available 're. included in the predominantly white institution

distributions. . -

.

132
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families 'defray these costs.
i . 5 .

; .
.

,o
f The special federal. financing arrangements for predominantly -black

. .

ANFIlanor-

in Table IV.-21.:

awarded at these schools included aid sol

Only one 7tegtflof.the.packages--

ely derived from non-Federal sources.

it is
,

intereseng"to note, however, that FederaT aid was augmentedby non- .

-

Federal student'aid in 60.7 percent of the packages. While importint,
C

Federal aid at thesesinititt!tions provided only part -- albeit a lalve

part -- of the student aid awarded. 1

C

Figure 11/-2 ill4strates the 1972-73 dlitribu ion of Federal aid in a

different way. Here, -the absolute amounts and r lative shares of Federal

aid in t e "typical" aid package are shown for each partioned gkup. Across

median mily income and medlar' ability-groups, aided full-time freshmen

attending "uplitddle income" or "low abiliiyo or "high ability" insti-

tutions recorded the largest mean amounts of Fedefal 00 (about $650 csi-.m

pared to $565 overall). At the "low income" or non-selectiVe {"low Aility")

institutions, however, Federal aid comprised the-laigest relative share of .

thealcitothe"rfpical"reciOient-Asnotedearlier;°ns rvseing-institutet

higher income and higher ability student bodies were primarily higher oast,

private and public four-year institutions. Hence, larger amounts of aid

from all sources were required to meet student needs. Packages at. the -non-

selective institutions (inctuding many proprietary schools) consisted of

large absolute (and relative) amounts of Federal aid. For these institutions,

the external support needed 40 enable many of their studints_to enroll was
, I

not available-from non-Federal sources.

Consisteftt with the latter observation, islinteresting to note that

Federal aid available throughnon-institutiona) channels (loans and benefits)

133 -
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FIGURE IV-2 ,

.Composition of F nanclaI Aid-Package Received by 1972-71 Aided Entering FLA ITIme men
0 , by Type of.Fedefal Aid and Institutional Attributes

4

All Aided Studiklts

'Dollars

11 1

I I 1 1 I I- I I . I

$500 $1,000

V

Fed VS Federal Benefit Ron-Federal
Grant Loan Aid.

W W

49- ig* 90

I
INSTITUTION-MEDIAN FAMILY INCOME QUARTILE

I

Low

Lower Middle

Upper Middle

111,,i 0

0

vo9-0o'
0.**0***

sliNt e

INSTITUTION MEDIAN ACHIEVEMENT/ABILITY GROUPS'

Low

Lower Middle

Upper Middle

z
High

INSTITUTION- RACE

White

Black_

*40. * . 6.

7

at' . APoilt1'

4
A
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at these Instttuttons measured $493, or about $100 more than the $385 average.

overall. Federal grant and scholarship aid was greater at "upper middle,

/

income" and k Ely selective institutions.

=

A

Finally, the -Importance of Federal aid at predominantly black colleges

emerges from the edita presentee In Figure IVr2. The average $964 In Federal

aid represented over three-fourths of all aid awarded to the "typical" black

college atelcipient. With exception'of Federal loans, the mean amounts

of each type of Federal aid in the black college package were over twice the

# amounts included in the aid package at predominantly white institutions.

Institution Financial Characteristics. The methods which institutions

employ to finance instructional costs can influence the packaging of Federal

aid in two ways. rirst, those_utilizing tuition as the principal source of

financing would require greater amounts of student aid to fund relatively larger

student needs. econd,. these institutions might Aso be able to divert general

institutional revenues to match Federal aid dollars. The distObutions in

Table 1V:22 lend evidence to these observations. Institutiohs utilizing tuition

income to'cover at least 60 percent of their institutional costss tended to

package morefederal aid. At----the institutions, 63.1 percent of the aid

packages included Federa id compared to a 49.0.-percenhare at low tuition

.

institutions. Of the Federal aid packages, two out of three included non-

,

Federal aid as well"(or 41.1 percent of all aid)packageS). Not surprisinglyi

the distribution of packages by institutionaltdependence on government re-
.

venue was just the oppotite.,-
Gift end endowment income is the most dlicretionary of all institutional

revenue sources. To the extent that greater amounts of this Income were

applied to instructional, costs, student budgets would be lower and insti-

1 3 5
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TABLE IV722

INSTITUTION FINANCIAL
CHARACTERISTICS

PERCENT OF AIDED
.FULL=TIME-ERiSKREU--...

Al4Mudents. '

TUITION AS SHARE'OF

All
Aided

Freshmen

,

Receiliing
Federal.and

Non- Federal Aid

.

Receiving
Federal
Aid= Only

100.0 28.2. ,

t

27.3

INSTRUCTIONAL BUDGETa

Up,to 20 Percent 300.0 19.7 29:3
20 to 60 Percent
Over 60 Percent

100.0

100.0
9 26.8
41.1

27.5
22.0

GOVERNMENT REVENUE AS
SHARE OF INSTRUCTMAL
BUDGETa.

U5 -to 20 Percent 100.0 41.3 < 22.1

20 to 60 Percent 100.0. 30.6 27.0
Ov4r 60 Perce 100.0 22.2 S- 26.6

GIFT AND ENDOWMENT INCOME .
AS SHARE OF INSTRUCTIONAL
BUDGETa

Up to 10 Percent 100.0 26.0 27.4
Over 10 Percent 100.0 ' 46.6 -20.2

Receiving
'Non -Fepleral

Aid-Only
f

44.5

'
51.0'

45.8
36.9

'00

36.5
42.4
49.2

46.5

33.2

aCalculated as share of institutional revenues- .available -for instructIonaI--

purposes funded through specified source. Distributions exclude students for
whom no institution revenue data are available .(approximately 14%).

1Sr
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student aid matching funds reduced. in bdfir cases, ipaer atouois.

4,- of afd, from all sources would be needed7, acid Federal fundi obtained through

.\,
. matching programs would be reduced.

An tact,: just the'reverse appears to,be true.- Institutions employing
4

f

__relatively large amount's of gift.and endowmeht income to finance instrtictionbi
:.

, .

costs also reported a larger share of packages 1416' Fede'ral aid (66 t,

and of packages.which combiLd Federal

was the case for all aid packaggs.. Th

had relatively high tuition, even with

.

and non-Federgiaid (46.6 perCeht). han

is result sug6estgthat tfieie institutions

relatively larger.ingomes from private.

gifts and endowments.1 It also suggeststhethese institutions retain.relatively

large amounts of general institutional revenue which could be used' to match

Federal-aid dollars:. Both the need for, and' availability off aid from all sources:

would then lie increased.

, Institutional Student Aid Funds. ,The packaging of Federal aid varied
. .

.
.

. . ,
.

- slightly according to the availability of institutional student aid funds.

:As shown in Table IV-25, Federal ckages accounted for 53 percent of all

packages'at kpsti,tutions wjith small amounts of institutional arid.
-*-

tuitions with large'amounts of the institutional funds'avallable'for matching`
(

included Federal and in 58.5 percent of the packages. Most of this difference
.

occurred in Vie share of combined Federal/non-Federal aid packgges.
. oe.

t

The pattern reflectsjhe nature of the institutionswitIfin eect, group;

Students attendingInst&tutions with little discretionary student aid de,7
8

.

pended 1r Federal loans, benefits, and non-instit4ional part-time work to:'
.

.- .
. .

. meet their financial needs. Students2inrolled at well-funded institutionsi

- . -- ,

. 4ncluding a large share of public and private four-year institutions,

/?4,,Feived Federal, campos-based aid matched by institutional funds or a Federal
/

gdaranteed

13

e

*.

00
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. TAB iy-23
,

of Federal "Aid to 1972 Aided Enterin

t.

Fu 1 1-Time Freshmen

,4t

tNSTITUTIONAl. STUDENT'AID

All Aided Freshmen

DISTRETIONARY STUDENT
AID FUNDS AS SHARE OF

BUDGETa -
-Up to 5 Percent 100.0/

Over 5 Percent 100.6

PERCENT OF AIDED FULL TIME FRESHMEN

- All Receiving

tided . Federal and

Fresfimet Non-Federal Aid

28.2

26:8
33.1

c.'

Receiving Receiving
Federal Nbn-Federal
Aid Only Aid Only.

260.4.

25.4

) aStudents grouped according tn.share of student costs
by average discretionary institutional student aid, Outlays
tributions exclude students for whom no institutional data

mately 14%).

4

.13S

46.8
41.5

of attendance covered
(see text). Dis-'

are available (approxi-
.

7

4
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.

Institution Type and-Cohtrbl. As noted at various points above; such

-factors as'student

student aid funds,

tuttonal sectors.

costs of attendance, sources of revenue, institutlofial

and financial aid staff vary systematiCally across'instf.

Thai the padkaging of-Federal` student aid was associated

wi;bithese differences among_Institutional sectors is evident from the dis=

trfbuttons'presented in Table .IV -2L. Whereas 99.5 percent of all aided

feeshmen,r4eted receiving Federal aid in their package,rthe shares ragged

from 44.7 percent of the packages at public two-year insti.tutIons to 65.8

percent and 66.2 percent_of the packages at private .four -year and pro-
.

prietary institutions, respectively. However, while equal shares of fi-esh-

.

man aid recipients utilized-Federal- aid within the latter, two, institution

groups, quite different patterns emerge in the packaging of Federal aid.
7-

Nearly half of the 197 -73 aided full-time frehMen enrolled at private

--= _ four-year colleges received\a-combined Federal/non-Federal package, while

another 19.1 percent reported Federal aid.only. The distribution

of types of Federal packages among proprietary students was just.dle'

opposite -- about half-reported Federal aid.on1;.7 Here, differences in

Institutional capacities.to package aid were probably most influential.

Private Oollegei were better able to meet matching requirements through

institutional funds and better able to package aid through relatively well-
.

staffed financial aid offices.: Although facing similar student needs,

proprietary schools lacked both institutional matching funds and financial

aid staff. Hence, the heavy reliance on Federal aid only -- almost solely

from Federally-Insured Student Loans -- provided the means to meet student-
:

-heeds.

The forggbing observation§ are reinforced when the absolute and relative

amounts orFederal aid received hy the "typicaP1 aided freshmen within each

139
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TABLE

Paekag ng (14 Federal Aid to 1972-73 Aided Enterinull-lime Freshmen
- by 'institution Type and Control

,

11 Added FreshAen

INSTITUTION TYPE
-AND CONTROL

Public Four-Year

Public Two-Year

Private FoOr -Year

;

Pr i vete Twci-Year

P ro f t- Ma ki ng

Vocatibnel
'47

Other

4

PERCENT'OF mg) FULL -TIME FRESHMEN

4

All ,

Aided
Freshmen_

7,

Receiving i'

Federal and
Non-Federal Aid

Receiving 't.

Federal .

'AJd Only

Receiving
Non-Federal
Aid .Only

3.

100.0 41.2. 27.3 44.5

100.0 25.9'
. .

45.7

100.0. 17.3 27.4 55.3__

100.0 46.7 19.1 34.2"

loa.o
.

26.9 18.7 54.3

100.0 21:0 45.2 33.8

100.0 10.6 47.5 41.1.

100.° 14.9 )j..3 53.8

4

)

14o



IV-65

:o

Institutional sector are compared. As shown In Figure 111-34 Federil aid

and,federal loans formed the largest absolute and relative amount within

the proprietary sector. Overall, the "typical" freshman ex! recipient

,,---

received.about 52 percent of ht's/her package ft6m,,federal programs, or

$565. Among proprietary school aid recipient's, Fedirakatd averaging $855

'represented 68 percent of'the qtyptcaT" package.

,

Amongtypes of Federal aid, Federal grants and' scholarships tended to

be greiterjor private and public four-year co,llege students (averaging

.$150 and $118, respectively). College Work-Study earnings tended to lier

greater among collegiate aid packages whili-Weral transfer income knefits

and Federal loans, more readily available through non-institutional channels,

,, were at least at the average or greater-acong_recipienti at profirtetary or
24 4

vocational schools:
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FIGURE 1V-3
,

-Caposition of Financial Aid Package Received by 1972-73 Aided Entering Full-Time Freshmen
fiy Type of Federal Aid and Institution Type and Control-

.

ded Freshmen.

0

Fed C S
Gran

-INSTITUTIOWIYPE AND 'CONTROL
V
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Public-Two-Year

Private Four-Year
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Vocational

/

Other
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Appendix tV -A

C

A

Percent of 1972r73 Entering Full-Time Freshmen Receiving Ajd

by Type of Aid, Student/Family or institution Attribute'

and institution Type and Control

I

144
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TABLE A-1

Percent of 1972'4.3 Entering Freshmen
ReceivinT,Financial Aid by Family income Quartile

.,and institution,Ttpe and CoRtrol

FAH LY 'INCOME

COUNT
UNDgR $ 7..;500 $10,500 '01/ER

"w"' 4$ 7,500- $10;500 SUMO $15,000

1.7 ! I

INST/TYFE ;I"; . ./

PUBLIC 4-YEAR

PUBLIC 2 -YEAR

PRIVATE 4-YEAR.

. PRIVATE 2YEAR

'PROFIT-MA6-NG

VOCATIONAL (

OTHER

i 82,25 68151 I
1-'1" 1025 I 1082 I

. 1 .

3 , 1

. I

. 33,06 1
1460 I 1860 I

--

2 I 66167 I 59,19 1 44gr53 I 24,61 I

1 714 I , 679 I 932 I -429 /

/ 0 .1 .1

3 1- 89,27 1 81,67 I 71.13 I 43,3; 1

I 355 1 510 - I 1278
----

4

5

6

7

MON TOTAL

*.

I 89,32 t' °' 53,18 I
I *-39 I -42 I

I 77,52 I 76,50 I
I 149 I 158 r

-I..; ----- i . , - 7 / --

I , 56,72 1 33,41 1
I 159 I 92' I

I

I
:91

- .3 ...I
71,28 I 62,19 I

29 I. J* 6?' 1

el

61.51 I 39,84 I
58% I 110 I

,

64.31 I 42,25 I
196 I '105 .1

-r -1
34.09 34,61 I
126 I 63 j

I

76,67, 67056
_2405 2632

.150.

I

.56.42
4a r

I

55,4i -'
3523

45.1.6 r
I -,

-34,92 55165
3983 12603

ROW
TOTAL

55,38
5427.

'48,21
3051

64,30
2651

54,92
,248

6S8

42120
441

58162

..7

/0"*.. ,6



thST TYPE j' w

PUBL1C 4-YEAR

co

A

) ;

.

.

A TABLE A-2 -1"

4-f

-Percent of 1572-73 Enterifig, Full -Time' Freshmen

Receiving Grants-or Scholarships by Family Inc° Me Quartile
and Institution Type and Conteol

iiiip, .
'NV

FAMILY INCOME

NDER. . $ 7,500 -' $10,500 - OVEaft

7,500 $10,500.' $15,000 -$15,000 .

1 r I 3 I : , 4 /

I - 61,70/I 4E06 %1
.1. 1025 I' 1082 I

10,6 1 %. 2667,3.95 I

I

.1, I= -= = I

33.99 I 16.63 I
1460 I 1860 I. 5427

18..54 I , 5.59 I

930 I 729 I

54.19 I 20'124 I

714 L 1078 I

= I

52,03 I 20.14 I
50. 11.0, I

'1 ,

14107 11.33 I

19,6 I 105 I

= . L
9'.82 I 11,54 I
126 I 63 I

I=
454.69 I 12,28 I 31.75

40 I 39'.I 177

17,59 331'70

41ilk .3983 12603

PUBLIC 2-Y4EAR
...,-../...,....4.../

_ 77,80. I ,i 62,30 1

46RIVATE4,-YEAR.,0... , t _ .- ,-,-. 390- I . 510 1

.7",4-.09 1 a 1 w
f

4 )1 59,7V1 44,1,6 I ,
PR 1 VATE 42-YEAR 71 3? I 42' I

---'
,

ROM
TOTAL

t

36.22

7"
!WIT-MAKING

VOCATIONAL

t.
OTHER

COLUMN

1,

5 I 24,111 I 21,43
149 158 I

14,08 I 13,26°'
I 159 I 92 I' -

./. ; ,. I

7 r 35,2§ I 33,0 I
I .29 1 69 'I

1,..-. .4 i , I

TOTAL., 52,38' 42,23
2465 2632

WI

5

. 22447
3051

051

37.82
248

48110
608

12.33
441

if

tt

is



ThST an*
PUBLIC 4-YEAR

TABLE A -3

Percent of 1532=71 'Entering Full-fiimel'reshmen
Receiving Terri-Time Earnings by 'Family Income Quartile
vl and last i tut i on Type and 'Control

c

MEAN /
.FAM-ILY INCOME - ...,--

r ' #

UNDER, $ 7,500 - $10,500 - OVER - ROWCOUNT 1
/ $ 7,500 $10,500 $15,001k $r,000 TOTAL- ..._..-:.1.-

r 1 4 __,. 2. 1-. 3, I - 4 I
w-14 /-...w...,.--/-_--,----.1, =,.. . I

1 30,53 1 23,68 I 17.26 1 ,5,36 I 20,40
I 1025 I ioez i 1460 I 1860 I 5427
Infi-00---,,I-...,
1 32,17 I 36,02 1. 25,48 I 11,90 1 -.27,10

PUBLIC( 2-YEAR
I 714 1 07'9 I 930 I 729 I 3057

. / . .,- 1 7 , - . 4 - T . . 0 I i e = w -; 1 1 . , / - .

3
I

4,41,59 1'- 31,71 1 33.19 1 14,89 I 26,57
PRLVATE 4-YEAR

I *-.35 -1 510 I 714 I ,07.8. I 2652,
si:/ . 5. -1-1 - w 1 1 c -'t1

4 1 15,14-6 I,.. 11,56 1 14.67 1 9,74 1 12116
PRIVATE 2`7 YEAR

I 3?' I 4g I 58 I 110 I. 248,
,;,/._,_,-;-,.E,...! , . / . ..! - I

5', I 18,40 I 25,114 1,_ 30',67 I 23,84 I 2502

. iiI . , r.-t , _....

15 I

- I - . I - -

196 I 105; I .608

I

PROFIT-H4KFNG 1, .14t9 I

6 I 17,7,4,1 13,65 1 16.03 I 10902 I 16,44
I. i5?'' I '92 I 726 1 63 I 441

.

./ 13129 I 22,87 1 . 25.90 I 19,89 I '21,31

1---1 I 29 I 69 1 40 1 39 ,I 177
,.. ... . . i I

MUMS TOTAL 30,57 , "27,94
2465 .. 2632

.1"

a

)
At .

ti ::

2341. . 15,48 -0-23:25
3523 3983 12603

a
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hST TYP

PUBLIC 4-YEAR

."!

TABLE.A-4
. -

Percent of 1972-73 Entering Full-Time Freshmen
Receiving Loans by Family income Quartile

and InItitution Type and Control

/

FAMILY INCOME

MEAN I. .

COUNT ;'UNDER $ 7,560 $10,500 - OVER

I/$ 7,500 19,500 $15,000 $15,000

1 T 2 I 3- I 4

I 39,63 I 29,85 I 19.75 I
I, 1025 I 1082 I 1460 .1

I
.1

2 I 161 71 j 7171 I 3.96 I
PUBLIC 2-YEAR . I 714 I 679 I 930 I

n m I

3 1 52,50 I 53,0 I. 41.65 I
PRIVATE 4-YEAR I -

35¢ 510t I 714 I

qt /

4 I 36,39 1, 7,99 I -17,62 I
PRIVATE 2-YEAR I 39 I / 42 I 58 I

/
I

PROFiT.-MAKING

VOCATIONAL

OTHER.

53,46.1/',
149 I

6 I 23,50 I

ROW
TOTAL

I
5,34 I

1860 I

20,58
-,5427

I

729
1,79 7t25

I 30§i

15049 I 34:#66
1p07-8 I , 2651'

I
18,90 I 19185
110 F 248

42,09 I 35.36 I

15.8 I 196 I _
1- .1_

.6,69' I 15.16
I. 15? .1 -92 I 126 I

4...-.-...I
7 /, 41,15 I 31,33 I '3.63 I

I 29 I 69 I 40 I

eta.: n =I - I- . 1

COLUMN TOTAL 34,62 88,26 , 20.50
2465 2632 3523

L53

I.

'25,16 ;I _39g79
105 1 608

I

/3;44" I 16115
63 I 44i

21188J 24,67
39' 1 177

I
8,62, 21113

3983 12603
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TAi31.E A-5

.
Percent of 1972773 Entering Full-Tie Freshmen
Recelv ng-Benef ts by family Income- Quarti le

and-Institution Type and Control

MEAN
-;COUNT

.

UiST TYPE

-PUBLIC 4-YEAR

PUBLIC 2-YEAR 2

is

PRI.VA.TE 4-YEAR

4.
PRIVATE 2-YEAR

5
PROFIT-timuNG

VOCATIONAL

OTHER

COLUMN TOTAL

"Ir

4 4 FAMILY INCOME
.:._ .42 .

!UNDER ."- $ 7 t5d0 7f- Slq,50u,
/4 7,500 _W3,509 $15,000
I Y i

1 -1 2 1 3
1. , ,- ... 1 .,,, " /

I 0,85 1 .4,24 1 4.98
I 202 I. 1082 I 1.463

1 12,46 1 8,68 j 3,73
I 713 I 679 I 930
..4.--Tw. I - . -, ; 1

I 10,13 1 x,83 I 3.04
350 1 '__ 510 I 714

;I i.... j . . ; 1 .
jr, 22,59 I 13,65 1, 0,00
I 39 1 42 I 58
!...,;,....,--...1 . ; j .
I 13; I 4,87 / 1,69
I , 149 1 158 1 , 196

"I= ; = 1 . . - 1
s.

11,93 I 6,07 I 1.85
159 I 126

- _

I 0,00 1,83 1 0.00
e. 29 1 69 i 40

,1 g.
11,55 5,45 3,82
24,65 2632 3523

AV

C) -

OVEN
.-.

$15,000

I , 4 1

I 1,80 I
1 1860 1

I 1

I 2,09 1
1 729 1

I - -r I
I 2,09 I.'
I .1078 I,
/ -°t 1
I 0.'00 j
1 110 I

.1 I
I -1,09 1

1 105 f-I 1

1 1,68 1
I. . 63'
I I
I 2,68 I
I 39 I

/

1,87
3983

s . 9

V.
'ROI
TOTAL

4,85
5427

6,48
3051

3,78
2651

185
248

5,14.
608

6,35
441

. 140
177

.5106
-3.2603

A

I

I. f
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TABLE A-6

Pei-cent of 1572-79 Entering Full -Time Freshmen
Receiv4ng Financial Aid by Achievement/Ability Group

and Institution Typeand Control *

S

SAT SCORE

MEAN I
COUNT OMR 800 - 950- OVER

/ SOO . 950 1,100 1,100

I 4 1 I ;'" I 3 I 4 I

....3/....,.,...I.z.......,--1-_--........ /-, ,.
I

PUBLIC 4-YEAR

PlJBLIC'- 2-YEAR

PRIVATE 4-YEAR

PRIVATE 2-YEAR

PROFIT-MAKING

VOCATIONAL

2

4

'5

6

OTHER

coLum TOTAL

I 54,§2 I 50,97 / 49686 I 57,43 I
I 190: I 1391 I 1722 pOt-'%. -1352 I

el....:,....f...r. . . . ! '1

I 46,33 I 48,84.I
I 2476 1 640 I

/ .

I .. 66,16 I . 57,27 I
I 836 399 I.1

7..

52,52 I _71,58'1*
'I 157 87 'I

I . 62,74 I -52,47 I

/' 566 I 111- /

. Jr7.I

I
51.44 I

.415 I

.

- 58.64 I

789_
.1t

44478 I

153 I

I
68,83 I
_916 .I

30.07
45 I

68,05 1
29 I

14
I' 44r25 `I 38,110 45.36 I

/ 444 I 71 I 40 I

4 -I

45181 I 72,68 1 '50.40 I 100,00'1
I 106r I 52 I "23 I 14 1 195

-----
52,§1 5Z-1734 52:17 61,58 54,10
6553 2956- 3063 2518 15040

I
50155 I
24 I

I

82,88 I

48 I

I
58,42 1

11 I

.1

53,25
6439

47,28
3684 ..

63,35

-54,46

313

'62,71
-755

4.3192
565

57,42

v

I

-V"

+lb



TABLE A -7

't Percent of 1972-73 Entering Full -Time Freshmen
Ricerving Grants-or Scholarships by Achievement/Ability Group

and Institution Type and Control.

"4ATICORE

MEAN I UNDER 800 - ' 950 - OVER
COUNT 1 8Q0 950-- 1,100 1,100

I

I 1 I ? r z i 4 /

..,. I - Ih8T TYPE Il
I

31,49 I 30,90 J-
PUBLIC 4-YEAR-

PUBLIM-YEAR

PRIVATE 4-YEAR

PRIVATQ-JEAR

PROFIT- RAKING

VOCAL OVAL

33.42 1- 43,49
j. 1968 1 1396 i 1722 F 1352 1

- I I

1 20,20 1 18,82 / 31.42 I 32°,46'/
415 I 153 I

. I. ._ I

46.64 I 4,22 I
789 I .916 I

. ./' I

4 I 30,§1 1.. 50,57 I 3047 I 39,67 1

I 157 1 87: I 45 I 24 I

./..4,-..r.r.111 .1.- "'2 I ,--r . , I

5 1 12,90 1 21,76 I 36.30 1 31.33 I
I 566 I 111. I 029 t

I.
48 I

mi.:. --- -, - '1"1.'e: 2. I'

I' 12,48 1 14,25 1*,,

1 -444 1_ . 71 1 4V 1
-

-j 1- - --.- -. 1 I

7 I 14,33 I. 44,59 I . 24.64 1
OTHER

1 106 I 52 I IT I

.1...-,---,--./... . . . .1 I

;01.614N-TOTAL 25,50 31,18 36.27
6553 2956 ' ; 3063

i 247! I 640
- I

3 I 43,74 j 44,83 I

n6 599

wI 4 = I

18.21 I 34,99 I

11 I

t9til. I-
I'S

a

I

46,70.

2518

I

ROW
TOTAL

34,40
6439

21,75
3684

47/73
.3140

r -

36177
313

/1612.9
755

13,54
565

29,06
195.

32138
15090

1
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ihs-T TYPE r

PUBLIC 4-YEAR

PUBLIC 2-YEAR

-TABLE A-8

Percent of 1972-73 Entering FuIPTime Freshmen
Receiving Term-Time -Earnings by Achievement /Ability Group

and Institution Type and Control

MEAN
COUNT / UNDER

800

PRIVATE 4-YEAR

PRIVATE 2-YEAR

PROFIT-MAKING --

VOCATIONAL

3,0.6 i

196§ 1

.,,/

27,05 I

1 2476 I

;.1._;__-,..,.1

3 1 9 28,52 1
I 836- I

SAT SCORE

troo

./

950 -
950 1,100

-1. . ;.. -- .,.I.

17,40 I

157 I

,,./

4 1

1

5 1

I
"I-

I

I

OTHER

;CLUiN.TOTAL

20,10:1
566 I

. -I

16,64 I

444 I

1

24,27 I

.1 i26 I
;1.-,....trz;...i

24,46
6553

a

OVER
1,100

7

ROW' --

TOTAL
. 2

. .. /

016,8 I

1396 I

3 I

1/236

4 1
I

11a8 gir
__. ../ 1 I

, 25,24 I 2744 I . , 13;88 I 225
640 I *15' I 153 I 3684

.. . .1

26,55 I

-I
23.691

I,
24,32 1 25,70

599, I
. :- I

789
1 4

916 1 314ffl

13,39 I 10.24 18,35 I 151'33
87 I 45 24 I 313

._.-. ; /

26,95 i 34.14 I 1 37196 I 22,75
111 I t29,, 48 1 755

I
.

1

12,17 I 30.14 I 23143 1 17116
71 I 40 r 11 I 565

-- ,/
I I

8,47 1 34,08 I 52.78 I 3,-31

52 I 23 I 14 I 195
./.-= ; 1 1I I

20,63 20.15 21,93 22,41
2956 3063 2518 15090

157



Percent of 197.2-73 entering Ful 1-Time7freshmen

Receiving Loans by 4chievernent/Abi ty Group
- and' Institution Type and Control-

SAT

MEAN
UNDER 800

COUNT I .

1
9

1 1 2- I 31- 4 I

L 1
23,0-

i 20,30 I 17.67 16.36 I

1 1,968 I 134 1 1,722 I 3.352 I

7 I r-------- 1--- _- - - - - -I

-
PUBLIC, 4 -YEAR

PUBLIC 2-YEAR

PRIVATE 4-YEAR

,-Pitl-VATE 2-YEAR

PROFIT-MAKING

-VOCATIONAL

950
1,100

OVER

1,100 -

2 7,24 I 4180 r
I

247(!, 640 1

_ w

3 / 33,35 I 3.8-i67 j

I ;. 836 I 599
ti

7

CCLUMN TOTAL

r. - ;

*a

I- - =- = 1

21,96 I . 21138_1
157 I 8-7 1._

I
37,84 1 29,00 I
56§ I 111 1

1 .4.....2...,1 _ ; 1

14181-
I

18 2 I

1 441 1 kl.
3

I
..1 ... -I. v -I

1 14,95 I 43,80 1

I 10 I . 52t1

18,97 2.2,06 1 19.85
6553 2956 3063

. .

8,60 I 2,85. I

415 I 153 I 3684
I

31.88 I 34,97 1

789 I 916

ROW

TOTAL

19:142
6439

7,66

JO,

8 9 7,47
1 24 .1

30.4,3 I

29 I

2.9601
40 1

-I-
12.78 I

23 f

153

p

40.06 I

48 I

I

34,99
ii 1

I

10,19 1

14 1k.--

I
22,72
2518 -.

a

_34108
3140

18,83
313

1'36139
755

.14181
565

21,77
1.95

20,38
15090



IAST TYPE

TABLE A-10

.

ercent of '1972 -73 Entering.Full -Time Freshmen
Receiving Benefits by Achievement/Ability Group

and Institution Type and Control

7

MEAN j
COUNT I UNDER 800 -_

I 800 950 1,
." I . 1 1 ti

I 1--
5,98 1 . 5,78 I
1966 I 1.396

i : I

6,33' 1 6,28 1

2476 I 640 11

..= ;

SAT SCORE

PUBLIC 4-YEAR

PUBLIC 2-YEAR,

A.

PRIVAte 4-YEAR

PRIVATE 2-YEAR

PROFIT-MAKING

VOCATIONAL

OTHER

II!

it
I

2 I

3 / 5,17 I 2,66 I
1 836 I 599 I

.1. -1 , I -71w w ; '.I

4', 1 4,4.7 1 8,95 1
.

157 1 87 I

01.....,--..,..1-,,....t

6CLUMN .TOTAL

.

5,44 1 2,00
566 1 111 . 1

;
7,44 1
444

..t
Z,98 I
106 4

3,31 1
71 1

= I

1

950 1 OVER
100 1,100

i3 I , 4 1--- I 47

3.27 I
1722 1352 I

6:26
415 1

I
3.43I"
749

I

6.05
45 -I, I

1 1 a;bg,

9 I /8 I

-

5.37 I 0,00 I

40 11 I
I I

if

ROW
TOTAL

4,90
6439-

2.21 I 6,14
153 .1 3684
, I
4,16. 1

916 1 314,0
-i

0,00 r 5
24'

2,44 I 0.00 1

52 I . 23 AI
.n1 1. a . I- .1

5,94 509 '4.27
6553 -.2951 3063

A 59
ea;

.
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TABLE A-11.

Percent of 1972-73 Enterilhg Full-Time Freshmen
Receiving Financial Aid by RaOial/Ethnic Group

andltstitution Type and Control

mgAN
I

COUNT I WH I TE

6.

RACIAL /ETHKIC GROUP

BLAC HISPANIC' 'OTHER

i'' j 1 3 -1 -'

MST TYPE ...
i

.. I..

1 1 .51,04 1 69,23.1 32.1.5 I

PUBLIC 4-YEAR I 5575 I 48? 1 123 I

1 el. ; 1 ....-', / r

2 I 45119 I 57:12 I 57.03-4_,
PUBLIC 2 -YEAR f 3153 I 191' I 172 I

. -.I .

3 I 60,90 I 86151 1 65.27 1 85,51 1
PRIVATE 4-YEAR 1 280? I 171 I 33 I 104 1

1 55,14 I 50,66 I 100.00 I 30,36 r
I 297 I § \,,t _1 I 8 I

-616IS46wWwwlevii.'6,1611 V w I

4 /

52,20 I
219 I

54,10 1
152 I

PittVATE. 2 -YEAR

PROFIT-MAKING

VOCATIONAL

OTHER

5

iwwww6wwV1VvW V JWVWWvVI
I 60,73 I .79,70 I 92.12
I ', §30 I 77 I . 17.

44 11 I 49,45 I 0.'00

I 41, I 37 I

./. ..1

/

I

56,68 I

171 I

47,77 r
13

82.13
6
.

GCLUI1NTOTAI:

ROW
YOTAL-

53,04
6399

47100
3671

63.20
3112

54,
312

I 47:65 I 62,85
I , 30 I 762
I I

I 44.14 1 44,38

I .25 I 564

I 49.24 I 56,71
I 2 I 192

.1 .

52,18 69,57 68.58 18.19 53,92

131362 982 353 540 .15012

1 G o

e
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TABLEA-02

.perctnt_of 672-73 Entering Full-Time Freshmen
Receiving .Gxantsor Scholarships by Racial/Ethnic Group

and Institelon Type and Control

.

.
.

RACIAL/ETHNIC GROUP

MEAN I
0

.

. COUNT I WHITE -=BLACK AISNIIC OTHER- RotI..... A.
. I 1 1 ? 1

3 ; . --, 4 I

DST. TYPE a -A. ; .,.1 .. . .1 -f, I I

1 1 32,65 I 46,00 I .57.13.1 35,311 -34,22
219 t 6399PUBLIC 4-YEAR I 5575 V . 482 I 123 I "

111. ; I- ._. . . -1 I. I -.... I'

2 1 21,12 I - 25,64 I 32.21 I . 23,57 I _ 21,98
PUBLIC 2-YEAR I 4,31.53 I 193 1 152 ./ ;

'.3671

-I - - i. ; -I
.172 1

,--/--- 1,../

3 I 45,12 L 70,36 I 62.13 I 73105'1 .- 47,64
PRIVATE 4 -YEAR I 2802 I 17f. I 33 I 104 I 3112

. ;Ii.- _ _.1 . . ../ A.. - I

A- 4 I 34,74 I 50'456 1 100.00 I 30,36 I -35113
PRIVATE 2-YEAR

) 297 I 6 I 1 I
a
8

1
312

;1.-; ----- ,- J - -tr ' - Ir 1 w I

5 I 17,53 I 6,16 I , 4340 I .21,47 I 16,13
PROFIT - MAKING

I 638 1 77 I 17 I 30 I 762
.

----, wi."_ =-....+n.11
.

.,
I I

.. 6 I 13103 1).4, '6,15 I . 0.00 I 35,82 1 13,57
VOCATIONAL I 501 I 37 1 1 I 25 1 564.

..1-0, .1 _, . /
I I

7 1 30;48 I 26011 1 82.13.1 oafs I 31,31
OTHER I 171 I 1 . 2 r 192

-COLON TOTAL

./.1...,;I:i;-1-.-.3.1- If L_

41,45
-

42. 93 C. 2 , 32,30-.3

. 13136 982 393 540 15012

1.

41.

1 a

161

I.

4F
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TABLE

Percent of -1972=73 Entering Full-Time Freshmen
Receiving Term -Time Earnings livRaciainthnie Group

, =
and institution Type and Control

RAetAL/EYHNIC GROUP

MEAN I
-00UNT I WHITE BLACK . HISPANIC OTHER ROW -

* TOTAL
I _..

3 . 1, 2- 1 3 L - .4 1

rhST TYPE s
;/. ; .....1 ,g, =w .;../* :; I+ f

171 I 33 I . 25.. 1 ,80 1W 29 25 99
8399,737PUBLIC 4-YEAR 1 .- 45f

1 123 1 2i9 I. . / .1 1;/...;.......,..j ... _

2 / 24,43 1 -35,60' I 1 S4 .88t '-'421-59 1,- 28",26
PUBLIC 2-YEAR I,, 33.5 I 194 I. in I i524/ I. 3671

ii1..........=,...V.. ..., .1 I
- I .

3 si 25,95 1 34,66 I 7.34 1 13.12 1 2501
PRIVATE 4-YEAR I 2802 "1- 174 I: . 33 I 104 ./

.444

iii._;.....,.......1..., .. I ..,.....} I

4 1 13,53 I 254 45 1
00 1 . 0,00 I. 1 0:30.-.

PRIVATE 2 -YEAR i 297 1 6
I t I 8- I . 312

-----
.1.4,-.....! .... ,-. .1

5 1 23,18 I .0.184 I

PROFIT- MAKING I 638. I --7? -I .

.1., ; ..j - a 0 . 1

6 1
' 17,771 1- 18,75 I.

VOC&TIONAL I 501 I 37: 1

7 1 231,8 I" . 94.6 I

, --I
0.00 I

17- I

19,57
:,30

1-
-I
1

1 ..1/4 '.1
0.00 1 8,33 /

1 I 25 1

0,00 I 49-.24 1

221.67
762

17i19
564 .-

221i.3
OTHER I 171 1 -. 13.E I 6 1 2 I 1.?2--

cOLLWN TOTAL
1

-21,-- 36 32,21: 26.51 26,1 22,11?"----7.}-11

.17

13136 982-'4 353 540" '15012

te*

of
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TABLE A-14

Pertent,af. 1972 -73 Entering FuV=Time Freshmen
Receiving Loans by Ratial/ thni4 Group

and Institution Type and Control

MEAN I .

COUNT I

I

I

PUBLIC 4-YEAR

PRIVATE 4a-YEAR.

PRIVATE 27YEAR

PROFIT- MAKING

'RACIAL/ETHNIC GROUP

BLACK HISPANIC OTHER'

1 I 2' I , 3 I 4 I

w I ' ----- I

i I 17,54 I 39,15 I 43,91 I 11,11 1
I 5575 I 452 I 123 I 219 I

1

2 I 7,10 I, 11,82 I 7,3Z I 6,10 1

I 3153 I 193. I 172 I 152 1

1111.,;...4?wynly.0 y w +1 .0xIw4....,4 ....d.,*1

1 I 32,20 I 51,81 I 43,64 I '53,40 I
I 2802 I 171 I 33 I 104 1

1.4.-,-...-..-.1-... e ,
I I- .' I

4 l

I

19,01 I

217- I

25,08 I
6

1

31,72 I. 62,71.4
639 ., I '. 77.. I

1 . I

14,78 I 29,84
501 I _ 37 l

14/

//

ROW
TOTAL

19,46
4399

7132
3671'

-34,12
3112

.1.110.00 I 0110 1 '18,86
1 1 8 I 312

92.12 I., .1,96 'I
'17 I ' 30 I

-

7 I -19,38 I 31,14 I.
I 171 I 13 I'

COLUPN TOTAL lam 37,32
13136

r

36,39
742

.0.00 I 0,00 I 15107_
1, 1 25 1 564

1 1

5144 1 0,00 1 20488
.6 I 2 I 192

./
I

28.52 18,49 20 413

982 353 540 .- 15012

163
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_TABLE A-15; T
. .

Percent of 1972-73-Entering Full-Time Freshmen,
Receiving Benefits by RacialtEthnic, Group -e'

and Institution Type and Control

a

RAC l'AL1111rHNIC GROUP.
MEAN j.

COUNT .1 WHITE BLACK HISPA1C -OTHER._

r .1. 2 I 3 -.1 4- 1
thSTTYPE I - - I

4,91; 1 5,24 6.33 1 3,75 Ir

9.

ROW

4,92
PUBLIC 4-YEAR / 5575 1 482 1 123 I 23,9 - 1 6399

;1,....-,--z-. -ri . , a
8,68 I

1 I I
a I 5,9 I 9.05 I.;.,,-' 0,58 1' 6104

PUBLIC 2-YEAR Z
I 3154 I 193 I 1.72 I 152 1 3611vi...,....-,- el . 1 ----. - - - - -; I I.

4 I .7,12 I 25,59 r
;/. :, ,..1 .,. ....,- . 1

3.00..1 0,00 1

33 .1 10.1498 II -,3331.'3,1.2275,

I'" r
7,29

3,. 1 361'0 I ' 711/3'1 . 8.22 I
PRIVATE 4-YEAR ' I 2802 1 174 ;

PRIVATE 2-YENR 1 297 1 6 I 1 1 8 I
;.,./....:-....-.",/ .. is ! v j" I

...

'3 1 5,03 1 ,7,44 1 0.00 I' 5,02 I. 5116
PROFIT-MAKING I 638 I 77 1

-
1.7 I 30 1 . 762

e1-:,------1 - I -,0- 1 J
6 I' 719 1 "0,00 1 .,.0.00 I . ion, I - 6/13.13--

VOCATIONAL 1 501 I 37 I ',1 I .- 25.. I / 564
../.....-.-4........,1... .

I ' I- '-.. 1

7,, 1 1,15 I 0,00 I 0.00 I 0';00 1 / 1,20-
1 '171 1 ) 13 1 6 I - 2 I 192

.-I, ; I I - I I

C_ OLON TOTAL . 5,%o 6,28 7.39 2;15 5,04
13136. 982 353 540 15012

C.

t.
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pBLE A-1.6

Percent of 1972-73 Entering Full-Time Freshmen
Receiving Financial-..

Median Family income at Postsecondary institution.
and.Institutiod Type and Control'

ttl.

rt

ij

-._

MEDIAN FAMIMINCOMEN,...

'MEAN I.UNDEIV -. 7,500 -
C.OIJN,T IA 7,500 -Sib4500 , ,.$15,000

i

1 I 2- I

PUBLIC'4 -YEAR

.1!,1J8LfC 2-YEAR:t

PRIVATE 4-YEA

PRIVATE 2=YEA

. PROFIT-.MAX ING

VOCATIbNAL

OTHER

1-001.104 TOTAL

/ 59'174 I

864 I 2721. L

2 I '
I

.1 r

260 _I' 994 I 1579 I'

-----

4 I, 30,79 I 61,76- r 72.1

a

ROW
TOTAL.

50.93 I 53,73
1591 I 5175

I ''

55,04 j 45,75 I,' 45.81 I %44,81
1045 - I 051 118 1 308.5

74,14 I 67,44 1 '60.08 I . 63.197
2834

56101
185.

66,38
,329,

5

I

I. 67, I 171 I 43. I
-/-...;...,......,../-7..,.,....,./--."..''.,./

C, 67,81 1 '66,53 I
15,39 /

I 16? I 147 X, ,. 13 I

"6 I 38, 95. i 36,00"
-4 135 I,.

70,82 I 24,07 I

§ I . 211 I

I

t

9 -

58,03, 53,61
2811. 6055 3353 11920 ..

0,00 j 38,54-
0 f 169

31.32 I 32,61
8 I 42

55.27 55,00

s

4
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TABLE A-17

Percen, of 1972-73Entering FuliTTime Freshmen'
Receiving Grants or Scholarships br

-Median Femily Income at Postsecondary Institution
and Institution Type and Control

4

7

INST TYPE

MEDIAN FAMILY INCOME

$ 7,500 - $1 500 -
$10,500 $1x,000

1IEAN !UNDER,'

COUNT I $ 7,500

PUBLIC-4-YEAR

PUBLIC 2-YEAR

PRIVATE 4-.-YEAR
NI

.PRIVATE 2-YEAR

PROFIT=MAKINg

VOCATIONAL

`OTHER

cgt.U101

1 1 2

i 34,40 I

I -863 I 274 I

'2 I 27,82 1 21,29 I
1 100- 1 t95t 1

;1 . : .1.-,.
.

3
I

55'103 I 51,23
I 268 I 994- I r

il1....4-...e.,...11. : I I

1 21,21 i 8,29 / 53,96 /
I 47 I 173 I 43 I

..4'/..,4-,......,i...0, . . i I

S I 13,65 I 20,09"1- 0;00 I 16101

I 16? I' 14? 1 ' 13 I , 329
.

;/..4.v.,...-71-.,.,. ..-./ '

6 1' 4,24 I 6,86 I 0.00 i 4;77
t/ .. 135 1 34 i. 0 I

,I.,

SI" I.- 245A? I 31.32 i 19,36

I 6 I 28 I 8 1.

40:52 34,20
3353 11920

3

5,65
41 I

I
16..49
118 I

I
47.22.
1579

ROW
TOTAL

TOTAL ' 29,93 32,48.
2317 6051

.400

LOU
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TABLE A-18

Percent of 1972-73,Entering Full-Time Freshmen-
Receiving Term -Time Earnings by

_Median Fdmily Income at Postsecondary Institution
and Institution Type and Contr161

-*MEDIAN FAKILY" INCOME

$ 7,
c
14E01 I. - .

./. UNDER . 500 - $10,500 - 1
AUNT

/ $ 7,500 $10,500. -$151460 -

1 1 .1 2 1 -3 I

1 I 25,52 I 19,16 I \174,07 1

1 863 1 "4272k 1 1541 1

_:.,.,...,I-L2vr
-.-4

., .1

2 1 29,16 I ' 25,44 / . 30.97 I
I 1015" I 195t 1 - 118 1

i,/.., ; . 1 -- ; 1 ..I

3 1 37,94 1 '. 29403 / 20.12 I

1 26 1- , 994 1 1579 '../

4 r 1,38 r 15,91 i , 38.43.1

I . 67 I 179 r 43 I

./...,..-,...0.1..,.....2../........- /

S I' 18t82 21,53,1 '21,28 I

I 169 1 14? I 13 I.,

.1.1 - - -',I -
I

I

I 311P4 1 27,22 I
1 135 I . 31 1

PBBLIC !=YEAR-

PUBLIC 2-YEAR

PRIVATE 4-YEAR.

PRIVATE 2-YEAR.

4 `PROFIT- MAKING

VOCATIONAL
a 1

70,132 1: 15,43 1
OTHER 6 i 28 I

C_ CLUlN TOTAL . 27,48 22,87
2517 6051

44

0.08'1
0 I

0:00 t
, 8 1

4.1. - -I

4

ROW
TOTAL

19,58
5175

2i88
3085

25'.36

2834

I

1.5,88

'19,10
320

30,67
169

20,88
42

19.53 ,,22,10
'3353 11'920

.
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IhST 'TYPE

PUBLIC 4-XEAtk

TABLE A-I9

Percent of 1972-79 Entering Full-Time Freshmen
:Receiving Lbaps by

Median Family Income at Postsecondary institution
w and Institution Type and ConInol

4.

MEDIAN FAMILY INURE

MEAN I UNMER ' $ 7,500.
COUNT* $ 7,500

I

$10,500

I

."3/

POBLIC,2 -YEAR 2

PRi(i-ATE 4-YEAR
3

PRIVATE 2-YEAR 4.

PROFIT-.,AKING ,

5

MOCAT1ONAL

OTHER

I

I

-04,26 I 19,44 I
863 I 2721 I

9,57 i 8135
1015 I 1951 I

LI
47,47 I 38,77 I
260 1 -991- I

..1..-0
I

- 6,80 I 23.22
Ti

67 I
;hI. n

I 53,83
I 169 I

a I

175 I

10,500_7_

$15,000

, 3 I
I

19.91 I
1591 I 5175

ROW

TOTAL

20,39

2,46
US

1

I
I

1579 I

28480'1
43 I

46,77.1 45.39 I
147 I 13 Iw-

8,41 I "3,53 1 0.00 I

135 1 34 0 1 1.69..

8,49
. 3085

35,69
2844

20,17:
285

50.34
329

7,75

I 0,20 L. - 3,82 1 15.69.3

I . -6 1 28 '1 -a, 8 1.
-,.j..:,....._--1__------.--.1

-COLUMN TQTAL 20,33- . 19,65' , 25.84 -

t 2517 6051 . 335.,

gr.

-

4

A,4,-*--

,

5.55
42

213.119'2:
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TABLE A'-20

:Percent of,1972-73 Entering FulinTime Freshmen
Receiving Benefit4 by

Median Family Income at Postsecondary Institotiorr----_

and InstitiitTon Type and Control F

MEDIAN FAMILY LtCOME

MEAN I
/

UMW $ 7:500 - $10,500 -
FlowCOUNT I

$ 7-, 50o $10,50o $15,000
1

TOTAL

I 1 I 2 1 =3 I.-

INST TYPE- .,. :.1 j-_._-_:_j I

I
4, 1 5,07 I "5. I. 4,96

PUBLIC`
i.

4-YEAR
.1 .863

35

I 2721, I 1591
09

"I 51.75
../. .... ...,!..-Lp _.

. 'F"'I

PUBLIC 2-YEAR
2 1 - 7,81 I 5-1-81 I 5.48 1 6.45
! l' 1018 I. 1951 I 118 I 3085
11. ; ,i-, 1.- I .,--I.

3 I 5,r,j,--;,/"A199 1 2.38 I 3.71
PRIVATE 4-YEAR

I 26E I 994 i 1579 I 2834
:,1.., ; ,,i I - -I.

4 I 40.7 I 7,46 I . 6,27 I 6,50
PRIVATE 2-YEAR

1 67 I 175 1 43 I 2854
;I* ; i 7 1 . ,. 1

PRAFIT-MAKING 147 I

0.00 I 4.805 I 5,97 I 3,86 I
/ 16?' I 13 I 329

vie 41 - - - I I .

6 1 5,06 I. 8,13-I 0.00 I

VOCATIONAL
I 135 I 34 I 0. I

5,27-
169

1.. ; I *. :.
----- ....-/

.
I

0,00 I
1 3,75 I . 2.00 1 2.45

OTHER
I

b
1 28 I '8 1 .s

1

_
I

1 . . ...!

4.
, CO

.

LON TOTAL 6101 5.,33 ...-. 3m1 5,08
25:7 .. 6051 4920

1

4.

. 163.

I
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. TABLE A -21

PerCePt of 1972-73 Entering Full-Time Freshmen

law . Receiving Financtal Aid by
Median Freshiten Athievement/Ability Score at Pottsecondary Institution

ad Institution Type and Control

MEAN I UNDER
COUNT' I 800

I

I i .1 I -2 I 3" I .- 4 I

.;1114T-TYPE .----..,1.4r.........,1 , . . ; /
.... I. I

PUBLIC 4-YEAR 1 .1- 55154 I 56,0856,08 I 50.5'!! I 60,00 I 53,22
4' 656 1 -1131 1 * 3877 'I 832 /

,-,/.....;......-. i . .
,..

I 42,85 I 47,89 I 34.58 1 0,00 1 47,22
I 3.34 I 3348 ' 1 60'. I 0 I 3742

:;,/....4........r-,............/--. ....1

1 61,24 I 64,52 I 62.86 I: 64,31
I

63,44
I 161. I 518 1- 1623 I 849 1 3151

1;1. . ..1-.........F....I...........-.--/---I. ..... 1

I 57,9a 1 55i111 1 51.82 1 0,00 I 55107
I 24 I 271 I 20 I 0 .1 320

.1 .- I

..I 61,57 I 70,93 I 90..a.LI
28

0,00 1 11:4

. I
1,

0;0E! 1 0,00 T -41,05
co 1 0 1 571 -

I I

10040 1 00'1 58,14
I 175 1 16 I 8 I 0 I 194.
-I. ; .I . w . ; ..1 t I I

-541.33 51,36 . .54.21,, 62,18 54,j,1

.2573- 534,0 5621. 116.1 .
152B

MEDIAN SAT SCORE

800 -
. 95011 OVER .

9S0 1,100 1,100 ,

PUBLIC 2-YEAR

PRIVATE 4-YE4il 3

PRIVATE 2-YEAR
4

PROFiTrMAKING

VOCATIONAL

OTHER

9cLuma IOTA.

,

712 I 26 I

I.
../ -/

I. 46,15 I. 26,15 I

I 511 I 60 I

I .1
I 26,66 I

/
I



Table A-4

'Percent of 1972-73 Entering Full-Time Fr hmen

- Receiving Grants or Scholarships by
Mediarr Freshman Achievement/Ability Score at- Postsecondary Institution

and Institutron Type and Control

4

MEDIAN SAT SORE
,

MEAN I- UNDER 800 - ,. 954'-',;
COUNT I 800 ' 950 1,100

I

INS! TYPE .

PUBLIC 4 YEAR

-PUBLIC 2-YEAR

PRIVATE 4-YEAR

-PRIVATE 2 -YEAR

PROFIT-MAKINQ

-
-VOCATIONAL

,

OTHER

COLUPN TOTAL

1 1 1 2 1

1 / 36,22 1 34,80 I
1 656 I 1101 I

2 / 14,03 I 22,46 1

1 334 1 3348 I
VII' 5 I .. --- I

3 1 37,59 I 40,10 I

4,I--;-----..I -..- !1111

Ii '161I

4 I 26,27 1 35,63 1

I 04 I / 271 I,i/..4....-,-.../
I 15,18 1 25,45 1
I 712 1 ,26 I

I 13,75 I 10,41 1
I 511 I 6a I

el'', r w 1 r - -,. - -I

I 30,32 1 20,18 1

I 175 A 16 I

.51 ; IP 2 I

22,64 27,26
2573 5340

M

OVER
1,100

3 1 4

I

I

I
32.28 / 42,26
3877 I 832 1

'""1 I

27..16 1 4400 I 21,79
60 I '0 1 3742

ROW
TOTAL

34139._
6466

49,45 I 51,55 I 47,87
1623 I 849 I 3151

/

51.02 I__ 0,00 I. 36,17
'25 I 0 1 320

1 ,.
29,74 I 0400 1 16,06

28 I 0 I 76A,

0.00 I 00 I 13,40 ,

0 I 0 I 571
"I

-50.33 I 0-;00 I
8 1 0

'-I

30,27
199-

37.28 46,95 3.2136
A.621 1681 15215



l/

TABLE A -Z3

0)
Percent, of 1972-73 Entring_Full7Time Freshmen '

Receiving Term-Time Earnings by
Median Freshman Achievement /Ability Score at Postsecondary Institution

and Institution Typeand Control

MEDIAN SAT SCORE

MEAN I
UNDER '-800 -

COUNT I 800i 950

I
I -7-IASI TYPE

PUBLIC 4-YEAR

PUBLIC 2-YEAR

PRiVATE.4 -YEAR

PRIVATE 2-YEAR

PROFIT - MAKING

VOCATIONAL

OTHER

1

2

3. 1, 36,44 1 3116 1
1 161 518 I

4

. 1

I 10,78 I 14;93 1-,
'I 21 I 27i /

5 I 20;t2 I. 45,83
I 712 'L 26 I

I.-, ..... r.1 r

6 '1. 171E4 'I 6 16,38

I 511 . ' 60,

7 I 23,59 1 26,66

I 175 I -' 16 I

II. -;

950 -
1,100

2 I *.3

I

23,11 I 18,08 I 18.52
656 I 1101 I 3877

24,32 I 26,69 I
334 I 3348

23.85
60

25.69
1623

OVER
1,100

I 4 I

,;- - - - - - -I

RoW
TOTAL

1 21,31 I 19,27
I 832 I 6446

I 0.'00 1 26,28
I 0 I 3742

I 20,33 I 25,77
I 849 1 .3151it

19.51 I 0,00 I
25 I 0 I

I I
I 0100 I

'28 I 0 I

60.98

I I
0.00 I 0,10 I

0

I. I

0.00 I 0,00 I

8 -I 0 I

.1,4' I I -I

CCLUPN TOTAL 22,01 24,78 20.73 20,82

2573 5340 - 5621 1681

I

1.4,97
320

22,56
. 766

16077
571

22192
199

22,38
15215



Median

TABLE A-24

Percent of 1972-73 Entering Full-Time Freshmen
Receiving Loans by

Freshman Achievement /Ability Score at Postsecondary Institution
and Institution Type and Control -

-

top

t...)

MEDIAN SAT SCORE
--1.--

--, MEAN I
COUNT I UNDER : = BOO - 950 -

I
800 7-6 950 WOO

OVER
1,100

ROW
TOTAL

I - 1 I . 2,1 I- 3 1 4 1

IttST TYPE ,Z,/ 7 -, _w.../... - ...7 I . 1
I

1 I 23,15 1 19,60 I 19.34'I 24,14 I 19,61.
PUBLIC 4-YEAR I 656 I 1101 1 ; 3877 I 832 I 84C6.

..1.-,....,....-vi o n 5 I ...1 I
2 I 4,21 I 7e98 I 64'97 1 0,00 I 7,62,

PUBLIC 2-YEAR . I 334 I. 3348 . 4 60 I 0 r 3742
;1. ; =I .... . 1 1 -' I

3 1 28,92 I 30,37 I $3.77 1 --- 37,62 I 34,03
PRIVATE 4-YEAR .1 161 I' 518 1 1623 I 849 I 3151

I - - - ; I .7 I . I
4 I ------i-5-1--I 20,18 I 10.3 I 0,00 I 18138

PRIWATE 2 -YEAR I 24 1 271 I 25 1 0 1 --11k 32-0
:TIP' ; - n "1 " " " ; I - I-, I

5 I 35,88 I 21,63 1 69.31 I 0,00 1 36,61
PROFIT - MAILING I t 712 I 21, I 28 . 1 0 I 766

It' I- 6'

.)

1 - -I - - -= I
A I 16,65 I 1,99 1 0;00_1 0;00- 1 15,11

VOCATIONAL I -513. I 60 I 0 I 0 I 571
41-, : I " " -- I I -1

7 1 22,02 1 3,00 1-- 66.30 I 0,00 I 21,98
OTHER 1 175 I j6 1 8 -1 0 I 199

.,1 - - 1
.

I '-I
coLieN TOM.. 23/.0.5 '. 14,16 22.75 30,95 20,34

, 2873 . 55-40 -. 621. 1681. 13215

it*

173



TABLE A-25

Percent of 1972 -73 Entering Full-Time Freshmen
Receiving Benefits by f

'Median Freshman Achieveiga7Ability Score at Postsecondary Institution
and Institution Type and Control

MEDIAN SAT SCORE

MEAN I
UNDER 800 -

COUNT I 800 950

- 1 1 I. 2 1
I - /

1' 6,V I 6,29 I

I
- b56 I 1101 I

'IASI TYPE

PUBLIC 4-YEAR

PUBLIC 2-YEAR

PRIVATE 4-YEAR

PRIVATE 2-YEAR

PROFIT - RAKING

VOCATIONAL

OTHER

CCLUIV4 TOZAir

2 I

1

6

7,47 1 6,17 I

334 I 3345 I

- .0 : I

I 719 i 6416 I

161 I -518 I

I- - 7 I

26,97 1 5,79 I

24 :I 271 I

-:,.--.-,--!-I-9. - 4/ I I I

5152 I 0;00,1 0.004 0,00 1
712 I 26 I 28 1 0 1

-- -r,--01- .0 .. / I 1. I

1 6,22 I 10,73' l' 0.30 1 0,00 I.

I 4 .511 1 60 I 0. I 0 I

;/..-, ----- ,...i_ ----- _;..../__-_ ---- -,..!--- NI

0172 1 : 6,48 I .0.00 I 0,00 I-

1/5, I 16' 1 . 8 ,I 0 I

A. q I .' i . 1

6,09' 6,20 . 4.09 - 3,27
2573 .' 5340 5621 itset

_ .

I

I

I

I

950 - OVER
1,100 1,100

- 3 1 4

4.33 1 4,76
3877 1 832 I

I I
0.00 1 0,00 I
`AO 1 0 I

I -/- I
3.82 1 1,81.1

1623 A 849 1

0.00 i 0,00 1

25 1 . 0

..

se

1'74

ROW
TOTAL.

4191
6466

6,19
3742

'3,85
3151

10
320,

5.113
766

6,69
571,

. 1116
199

5,08
15,2/5



TABLE A-26

. Percent of 1972-73 EnterirFull-Time Freshmen'
Receiviu Financial Aid by Institution 'Tuition Dependence

and Institution Type 'And- Control

TUITION AS SHARE OF INSTRUCTIONAL

BUDGET

MEAN
COUNT lutibrER 20 20 TO 60' OVER 60 ROW

!PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT TOTA1,

-C

I I I 2 I . 3 -I

MST TYPE,. .E- + . _.1 /

' PUBLIC 4-YEAR 1 1 ri1,05 1 53,52 I 62.62:1 "53,50
/ 1233 1 4336 1 323 1 5892

,:,:,/...,.....1.--...-. .,, 1 . +1

PUBLIC 2-YEAR .2 1 ". 44,56 I 5443 1 56.5*,.,1 48,01
1, 5Z I 99 1 212,:r4 428

51. --.-4 0,1 7 . Z. 1.-:-. --..441
4,1 44;44 I 63.6i I 63,86

PRIVATE 4-=YEAR I
1 22 I 414 -/, 2641 i 3077

PRIVATE/2-YEAR 4 1. 0.00 I '640,6 I, 52.63 I 54,51,
I 0_ I ;50 1 256 1 306

...1-+4-....:,...F.-......-.:-./-- ----- ;,--/

PROFIT- MAKING 5- I 0,80 I 120,00. I 64.11 I

-.1 0 .1 4 1 302 1

. yla.--n -- 7 -- vvi -I ' I --, I
VOCATIONAL 4 I . 23,01-1 58,32 1 40.98 I

.1 36 I 13' 1 130 I

.0$

OTHER 7- I 20,08 1 '25,89 I. 34,94 4
I 5 I 5

1
38 1,-;

;i4....,7,-,.,.,./..... . ,

5...1cOLUMN'TOTAL -'.. 46,71 54,5/ 61.4
, 3901

54,49
5781-.- 3553 13235

64,56
305

38,48

48-

O

le

1-4

ti

t..



!AST TYPE

PUBLIC 4-YEAR

W.
TABLE,A-2

_y,
97`73 Entering'Fut4,q1MgPercent o

Receiving -Grants or Scholarships by Institution Tu1:0, b

d insti-tution' Type and Control'

TUITION .AS SHARE OF INSTPAOIONA
BUDGET ,

MEAN I -

COUNT I UNDER 20 20 TO 60
/ PERCENT PERCENT

I 1 1 2

4 I 31:14 I 33,08 1

I 1233, 1- 4330 I

I

2 --I 19,17_1 200.4 I
2257 i 959 I

,1 .,
I

3 Y 30,11 I 45,32
'1 22. I 414 I 641 I

PUBLIC 2-YEAR

PRIVATE 4-YEAR

PRIVATE 2-YZAR

PROFIT=RAKIG

VOCATIONAL

.OVER 60

PERCENT

3 1

1

*_39,64
323 r

-1

30.85 I
212 L

.

49-.11

.4",.....,..--_1-....4--,/

4 1 0,02 I 64,16 I 31.06 I

I
E., I 50 1 256 I

I
1,100 I 100,00- I 15.05.1

I s3 I . .A... I 302 1

I - * i '', 7 1
,..r../

I- 401 4 35,31 1 4.85 I

I 36 I 13 I 110 1

;I., ,,/ -"I I

7 1 0,00 I 25,89 1 18.42 I

I - -I 5 1 38 . 1

1
,

23,32 34,97
,

41,75
3553 578i _ 3901

rot

i. Nor

TOTAL

34,57
5892

22,40
3428

48,50
3071

36,46
306

-j18,10
1 305.

f.

7,03
178

4-8

, 33,84
13235



.00
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TABLE A-28

Percent of 1972-73 Entering Full -Time Freshmen
Receiving Term-Time Earnings by Institution Tuition Trependence

and Institution Type and Control

3

1

-.
TUITION AS SIIARE OF INSTRUCTIONAL

.. BUDGET
,

A

MEAN /
. .,

COUNT !UNDER 20 20:T0 60 OVER 60

1

i PERCENT
1

'
1
PERCENT2

I
PERC

E
1.1

7.3 1

P.SI TYPE '1, ;7, .. ./ . / ./

PUBLIC' ii---AR _I 21,19 I 19,15 I 17.49 I 19,49I
I 1234 1 4336 f 323 I 5892

1.1.-; - - --- --I----rw---;--I-- ----- ..--.I. .

PUBUC 2-YEAR 2 I . 24-42_9 1 _27- + 7 4 _25,9_5_1_ 26, 68
L 2257 I 959 1 212 '1 3428

eitiii ; I - = - -I I

PRIVATE 4 -YEAR
3 I - 27,04 1 32,45 1 24,64 I 25,71

.
I 22 1 . 411 1 -2641 i .3077

,

PRIVATE 2-YEAR I eon 1 32,85 I 11.27 I '14,78'4
---

v I) 0 1 5 r 256 I0 306 ,

PROFIT-MAKING. '3 1 0,00 I 0,00 1 70.20 I 19.95
I 0 I 4 I 302 I 305

,VOCATIONAL I
14,84 I 35,31 I 33.91 I , 30,16

AA I 36 I _ 13 %I 178..
...I.' I

- 130 I
I

OTKR - /
NM I .0,00 I 20,80ci 18t55

.

I 5 4 5 1

. .

- 4N

.1... I-

:8

.11 a
i8

coLumN m. u. 240; 21,66" 23.17 g43553 5781 1 iW

ROW
TOTAL

4.7

7

17.4-
,

f.

.

.4



C_
TABLE A-29 I

sage

Percent of 1972-79 EnteringTull-Time Freshmen'
Receiving Loans by Institution Tuition Dependence

and Institution TWe and Control.

lUITIO/i,AS SHARE OF INSTRUCTIONAL

BUDGET

MEAN I .

A- GRUNT I UNDER 20 20 TO 60 .OVER 60- y'ROW
I PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT T9TALi1 . i 2 1 3 .___I' '-..-;

-111Si TYPE .. 1-71 ,' ,1-4 1, I I .,
PUBLIC 4-YEAR 1 I 16,20 I- 20.90 I 25;47 I 20.17

I "1233 1 4336 I 323 .1 589Z
ii.-/....;.....4,.....,:1,-...4......1.1- -,.....,..71.

POBLI-C-2=1EAR I 6,31 I 1101.<1 6.07 I- 703
I 2257: I' 959 I 212 1 "-- - 3428

PRIVATT 4-YEAR 3 I 2508 I- .31.-84 1' 34.99 I '34-.50 ''.
I 22 1 ,411 I 2641 1 3077.

PRIVATE 2-YEAR 4 I . 00 I 15,58 I
i 0 1 50 r

I

6 4

..' 14.41 . wl w..41 W '..

PROFIT-MAKING 5 I- 8,00
I

;0
B . f

1. --1"7- w -- w-- I I 1

6 /,, 0,30 1 9,42 I" 9.29 I :. 7.35
36, I 13 .1 130. I 178.

; I. 4 . , 1 .-- i..._...----,...1

7" I 2,00 I. 0,0q 4 10,59 1
8.34'

I* ' I% t -.."38 I - 48

ToTAL. 9,7§- -20,07. ti. , _. 20,70.
t553 5781 ---. '3901 1.3235

VOCATIONAL

0TH E

41.

ti

I

19.41 I '18178
256. I 306

4 I
48,32 I . 47.72

302 I 105

r



' 4,, movit .4 , ._
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TABLE' A-30
. .

1 :_
ftercent of 1972-7Entering Full-Time Freihme0 `-

Receiving. Benefits by Institution TUition Dependence
and ,Insti ttitICIn Tybd' and Control,--

J.Ntl TYPE
E' tJB f0 4-YFAR

*

PUBLIC

---
,--' ,

_ .

.' ' TUITION AS SHARE OF INSTRUCTIONAL
t

BUOGET
a

. . -,..

- ,.

,

t

. COUNT,. I UNDER 20 20 TO £0 OVER
1-PERCENT PERCENT" . 'PER-CENT
.I i . 2 3 I_

.
,I t 4 , 9 0- 1 4,54 1 17.26 1 . 4.77

. 1 Ina I 4336 1 323. I' 4 5892
, 4 01. ...v4....157.... - 1 " 6.1

'2 t ,61,c25 -1 5,09 I 9.85 1 6,41
I 2257: I -959 I - 212 -1!. 3428---

3.60 I 3,78

4 I

2641 I 3077

..- P-RiVATE 2-YEAR. .
*.\------;17"4"-"r7=eI --- /-_ i

I ,00' 7,23 1 6

1 0 -I -50 .1, 256 1
.--r

: ...f, , ,/.. - ,- - ,i......mr...... 17.2. ..... iwt...01

PROFFT-MAKiliG

..4 . .

VOCATIONAL_ '

eRI-VATE 4-YEAR 13 I 1445 1. 4,39, 1
22 1 414 I

5.

3 6

0,013 1 . ",--gt,00- I. 4.79 1- 4

1- --/e 4 4 1 102 .1--

L 13,08 r 13,59 1 c3.24 1 ' 5,97
I

. 36 r , . 13 I 130 1 inf

-:

I- 20108 I. .-- -00 1 - 0.00 1 -2 ,17
_ 5. 1 -5 I 38 - I 48

,+ - yi..-.,, ..-- 2 1

6-,17 . --4;60' 4.53. 5,00
3553" :541 3901 _ -13235

305

)

la,
Y Pftt,r -

.74- 2

ert" -

'

"

fA ',:p/r....,64,...
V.,

t

A

'46

. r _

t. .
4 A--
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TABLE A-31

- f
4

. .., /. lib- -
)- Per&fAr of 972-73 Entering Ful 1 -Tkme" trreshmen

Receivinerill I'ar Aid by institution Dependence on Government Revenue
'-,, =j . end Inst 1 tut ion -Type arid Control .. , -

:

rks5,1 1PE

tit

GOVERNMENTAV UEAS SHARE OF
I NSTRUCTrOgAI;(BUDGET.

MEAN I
UNDER 20 4'20-T0 64" OVER 60COUN1 ;.-
WERCLNT PERCENT PERCENT

, .

./PuBt.re 4-Y R

PUB,L-IC 2-

PRIVATE

PRIVATE 2-YEAR

4

ROW

-TOTAL .,
I *1.-s.I ; :s1:- 2 r 3 1

.,/.....",,,....,w1..,40.':,..1 ----- ...,.....I m.

I 62,§2 r ;-1 3.1 52.91 I 53.50
I 324.. 1.: :;.. /9 I if 4650 I 5092... -.-

......Z. - ... .,../ ........,,......7:....: I ..A,
/ 59..47 I . 36.04 I 47.76 45101,'
/ - 1.711.* I it02 - / 3152 1 3428 .

3 I 63,84 I 74481;---t---. 35.22 -I ''63:56
I 3025 I 35. 1 13 I 3077

4 ;,/i6.4:-,,,,I7m,w:...4,1
I 53.72 I 100.00 I - 0.00 I 54.5t
1 301 I 5 I 470 r 306

-

I
. ..

si-m-v-ew-,01-s-4--/-41,--/
. ..

...
3 I 64,11, r 0,00 I 1,00.qp I 64t56

I . 30? " I --- 0 I dr- I. - 305
-/;...',',...,...;...Titiev......g.I :,_., I

.

I 40,98 I 0,a0 i 32.21 I 38(58'
I 1-3,g I ? ,I, 49 Lz 174._. .

-.,.,1 ......,......,., i - -, - .k.,.....,.... I .._.._... .,,_..i,i-i .,......-,

`7 r 34,9*4 I .,:07-00'I .36.05 1 32f18
"I 34 I 4 I. 6 I

. . ,

COLUMN TOTAL . 61.04 52,30 50,40 54,49
4292 ..1068,4- .7$74.L' 13;35

.,f; It " ---'"17".......-elr,- ...7. ..

...

t". -4.- . .;,,,- ..:400 elifi-410-> -- 1r -..-
.

PROF j - MAKING

VOCATIONAL

''OTHER.

r
0

a

k

IS 0
ar

-

Sf

ti
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TABLE A-32 '7

., -.. . 'Percent OF1972-75 Entetng Full-Trme Freshmen ,.

'Receiving Grantsartktholarshihs by. institution Dependence on Government Revenue

. '),....--:..... \. and I ns,ti tut ion 'Type and: - Control `4, = - ., ..
14,, ...,-.

, . 4 -, . .-- --,., .

09V.5414.61T REV.F.,NUg.AS.,SHARE,OF_

411STRUrtdliAl. BUDGET.

KAN I
trER 20 20 TO _60 OVER .60

CbUST
IP4,ERCENT ',PERCENT .

Roli

* TOTAL
1, -1 1 2: 17 .3 r

1.1IST TYPE ,, -,..;.1.-4.-. . I-_ d : j" . ..r./ ''._
',, 39.64 I 39,01-1 33.34 I . 4.57'.. .

.PUBLIC 4-YEAR 1 - 4303 1 .914 1 4650 1 5 92
;11...,...v.:Twe...I.; .r i ... I .................ws..!

I 331,22 I .16.19 I 22.00 1 2.40 ,.PUBLIC 2-YEAR.,74
i taz I 3152' I , 3428, .,

z.7- ---,---- _ _... . ..,i,.....n.f.t-!....7-..,...,vir....tvre--" -1 _ __ _ I =ALL_
.-.,-.,, 3 i 418,6-3 i 7,,a,* 61 1 03.17 1 48,50

PR I VATE.4-YEAR -

-.... .I* 302 I.,-- 39 1 . i3 1 3077
;i/.._-,-....i....,1, ..-g-.....;._-i_...._.-_,-..!

r

.-,

--. -4:4, -4 j 35181 1 74,.05 1 /0.400- I 36,46
PRi MIT .2.-YEAR -' I 301 li , .1 I 0 I 306-:./.4,,..,,I....,.....,........I-,........,TI .,-,-

, I 415,25 I ,0,00,I 0240 1 16-.10
.,,I 3020 -I .C.3. I 4 -I. 't 305i.1-.----, ..1 ),-. . I , 1

6,--e I 4185 I, ----/' 0,00 I 12.82 I 7.03
-1(, 130 I -. 0 i 49 I 178
104_;_.........i T I - I

I 18,42- I 0,00 I 11;98 1 17.21
3 & ;.1 4 1 - ,6 I 48

-.....;-`.---,:::1-...,! ' I ,.!-1
42,48 - '37 ,1.5 28.68' '33.84

41,4a92. 1,068 7874 1435

. PROF I T:MAIEOIG

VOCATIONAL

'OTHER,

.40LUMN TOTAL

t
14

181

%PP

*.;

,/

41,

c44

te.
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%-

-Percent of 1972-73 Enteri,ng Freshmen
Receiving Tern1=Time Earnings by inst i tilt ion Dependence on Government .Revenue

* and InstIzetion Type 'and Control
.

TABLE

&IA

GOVERNMENT REVENUE AS SHARE OF
INSTRUCTIONAL BUDGET

MEAN 1 UNDER 20 '20 T0'60 OVER 6,0
4ow.-,CLOUNT PERCENT- cRCENT -PERCENT PERCENT

1 TOTAL
I 1 I- '' 2 I 3*i,

1144, TYPE - -I- w ..I - ..../...-1.-ir-..!
.

_PUBLIC 4-YEAR 1 I 1,7,49 I 1.6171 I s' 20.17 I 1.9,i9
I- 323 I 919 I 465e I 5892 .

; I ,.. - I- I . .1---.) -
2 4 30,22 I 9,97 I 27.03 I 26168

I 174 I 102 1 --315"1 1 3428, ai-r; 1--. . a / ,... I

PRIVATE 4-YEAR 3. 1 , 25 ; § 6 I 38,52 I 0,00 I 25,71
I' 3025 I 39 I 13 I 3077

0 1 oil e-w w I 1

PRIVATE 2-YEAR, 2.-5.14 1 0,00 I 0,00 01 1,4;78
I 301 I_ 5 I 0 '1 326

;1--.--.--.--1 . . 1 _ - 1

litliAK 1 NG -'3 I 20,z0e1 3,00 i

I
I -30' I.

i . ... 1

0 - 1

0,00 I 19,95
4 I

L
3p5

VOC)FlONAL I.- 6 ., I ' 33,'91 1 0,00 I 00.12 I 30,16
r: I. 130- I 0 I 49 .1% 1743
I' . 1 .1- . v / -1

piliER 7 I 22.180 I 0,0 I _"`1.6.07..S , 16',5$,
.

I 38 1 4 1 6 11 -48
.61.9 -. , vl -.' . -- _.. I ,-... 1

.

;01.1J/01 TOTAL . ,-,..24.131 16,77 ,22,87. 22,84
4292 1068 7874 '1323.5

-PUBLI-C

w
NIONIINg
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TABLE Af".34
4

Percent of'1972-73 Ehterin9 Full-Time Freshmen ,

ReCelving Loins:by Institution Dependence on Government Revenue
and Institution Type and Control

It

GOYERNMENT.REVENUE A.S,SHARE OF
INSTRUCTIONAL BUDGET

MEAN 1
COUNT I

UNDER 20 2' 20 TO 60 OVER 60 Rit4
PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT,

I -,TOTAL,

1 . 1 1
.? 1 4 I

INST Igpg . --,_ -I- ; I 's - . I 1

PUBIAC 4 -YEAR 1 I 25,67-r 23/65 I 19.11 1

I 323 I 919 I 4650 I 5892
20,17

* I. - I "":

, 1"1:181.1.0-.YEAR 2 1 Tragi I 41841- 7.95 I. 7.83
I -174 I 102 *I 3.152 I 2428
. -I .J. . I I

.15kBPWE 4 -YEAR 3 , 341E16 I 21/38 I 35.22 I 34,50
, -"1. ,.. 3025 I 3? I 13 I 1077w!. , --- 1 :, . .. i I -

4 1 181.!6 I 37,32 I 0.00.1 18'78
PRPIATEZT.X.EAR

0 I 306
IL;... f

1
48132 I °I" I

. PROFtT-MKtHS
2.211 1 47,72

I 302 I 0' I 4 I 305
-4/.4-.......-.1- . . 4". 1

9,19 I

I

6 L. o102 I 2.45 I 745
. I 130 I .0 I . 49 I 1.7S

,I.,..,: --- ......I .. : /
I

OTHER
.6 .

. ,I 3.t! I 4 I 6 i

41,5R7 I 10/59 I 0/00 I 040 I 8,4
.- ..

I" + er: w'' I - I

'ICOLAJMN TOTAL 31172 21477 . 14.54 . 20,70
6 . . 4g92,..) - i068. .7874 ' 13235.

VOCATIONAL

.4,

a

1831.

a*

t

At
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TABLE A-35

. .

.
Percent of 1972 -73 Entering Full-Time Freshmen

Receiving Benefits by Institution Dependence on Government Revenue
and Institution Type and Control'

V

GOVERMENT REVENUE A5, SHARE OF
INSTRUCTIONAL BUDGET

MEAN 1 :.

UNDER 20 20 3060 OVER 60 .

COUNT /
PERCENT : PERCENT' PERCENT' TOTAL

I 1 1 2
I

3. I
It3f TYPE . .;,i. ., ...I ./ .

I I

1 -I 7,26 1 V.60 I 4,63- 1' 4,77 .

PUBLIC 4-YEA,B
I 323 r /919 I 4650 ,I 5892

-.... v -wI ru I
...../

PUBLIC 2-YEAR
I 9,06 I

,I
174 I

Il' =.1,

5,04 1 "6.31 I 6,41
3152 I 3428102 I

,= ' I I

I - __3,70 I - -3,59. / _23.i7 1__.:_ ..:12.8.-
PRIVATE 4-YEAR i ...... 3025.

I '39 I 13 I 3077
. -t....p. .. .7 I v- I

.

PRIVATE 2 -YEAR'
1 6,16 1 000 I 0.00 1 ' 6.05
I -301 I- 5

.it

0 ! 306
. %, -,..I r7 -1 .. I

1
4,79 I 0;00

I
0.00 I 4,73

PROF IT-MAKI NG
.J, I 302 I

. 0 / 4 I 305

6 I 3,24 I- 0 40 I 13.21 I 5,97"
VOCATIONAL , 132 I 0 I 49 I 178

;CLUPN

.1 .1 . . . . I

I BIZO 1 0,00 .4 16.07 I .2.17
I

38 1-- - 4 I , -6 I '. 48

TOTAL 439 4m
4292 1068

5.39 5#10.
7874 /3235, ft

3$

184
r.

4
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IhST TYPE

PUBLIC

TABLE A-36

Pencent_of 1972-73 fntering"Full-Time Freshmen
Receiving Financial Aid by institution Dependence

on Gift and" Endowment Income
and Institution Type and Control

GIFT AND ENDOWMENT INCOME
AS.SHARE OF

INSTRUCTIONA BUDGET

MEAN I UNDER 10 OVER 10 ...

-CUNT I PERCENT PERCENT
I-

I _1

4-YEAR. L' I 53,39 j 68,58

PUBLIC 2 -YEkll

PRIVATE 2-YEAR

PROFIT-MAKING

VOCATIONAL

OTHER.

ROW

, -

.53.50

5892I 5848 '1 44 -1'

2- I 47,92' I' 65,07 I' 48.01
1 3.111 I 17 I 342,8

I 61,82. I 65,0 1 '63,86

. :209 1' 1868--r-

4 I 48,9 I: 59,30 I 34,31
138 i 168 I -306

'I w

64.36
305

5

OCLUMN,TOTAL

I

I

owl

I 38,58 I

178 I

64;56 I - 0100I
305 I 0- I

.1
0,00 I

0 I

Is 5 "" w . . :,....../

/ 1617'7 I -0,73 I
I 42. I §

I--
; -- ....Iz.._.....--1

52,54 034,80 L. 54.49
.11131 ,2104 ,7132-35

V

38.38
178

32.3-81
48

. t



TABLE A-37

.Peicept.:of 1972-73 Efitering FuLl-TiMifreshmen
- Receiving Grants or Scholarshia by

institution Dependence on Gift-and Endowment Income -K
and Institution Type and -Coritroi
7

GIFT AND ENDOWMENT INCOME
AS SHARE OF

INSTRUCTIOHAL,BUDGET

MEAN I UNDE4 10 OVER 10
COUNT I

= PERCENT PERCENT ' F.10/4

t_ * %TOTAL
I "\ 1 f ? 1

\,\11%81 :TYPE ... -= -I - I 4 - - -, - -I

PUBLIC 4-YEAR 1 I 34,31 1 68.58 I 34:57
15848.

I
44 I 5892. ..

.

,..

..-
PUBLIC 2-YEAR 2 I 3241.6---1 31i743/1 __,.._

22,40

./ m -.7 , ,,.. - .1 ..... I .. . .

_PRIPRIVATE 4-YEAR 1 I. 47,28 I 49,28 I 48:i0
1 -1209--i- --I-8687"-r 3077 .

.,.

,. PRIVATE 2-YEAR 4 I, 29,06 I 42,55 I 36,e46
I 118 I 168 1 306'

,-,/,:. ... , . 1.........................,1

PROFIT-MAKING 5 I 16,10 I 0,00 / 16.10
.... I 305 J 0 I . 305.

.1..-:,

'VOCATIONAL p 6 I j 7103 I .-A0,00' 1. 7.03
I 3.70 I" 1.5.- i 178

Je ei
I d''''''''''''''' i

7 I 1'6158- 1 21,40.1 17.2103Hk
I 42 i .6 1. . 48 N

--. ,./T...1......,n1
48,COLUMN TOTAL '32,99 4; 33.84

11131 .2104 13235

f

18$

V

3

I

"MI
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TABLE A-38

Percent of 1972-73 Entering Full-Ijme Freshmen
Receiving Tscm-T i me Earn i Is by

Institution pependenci on Gift and Endowment inigine
"'and. Institution Type and Control

5

o

4

1/811 TYPE -

PUBLIC 4-YEAR

PUBLIt 2-YEAR

.

EAR

GIFT AND ENDOWMENT INCOME
AS SHARE OF

INSTRUCTIOW BUDGET

MEAN
I UNDER 10 OVER 10

COUNTCO. I PERCENT PERCENT

2
.71._;_.._. I

44 1

.2 261.76.1 12,54 1 26.68
I 311.1 I . 17 I

3 1; 2Pi28 I '29.2.3 1

I 1229 I 1868

I. -5,44 1 22147
r 138 j 168

5 19,95. I 0,00 1

1 305 0 , t

I- 19058 I

I 5848 1

ROW

TOTAL

1'9.49
5-892.

PRIVATE 2-YEAR. 4

ti

PROFIT-MAK1NG

y4A1-10i4AL

.47r.

ofi

1-11.0'4 e '''''''!er"i
1' 30,16'j 0100 I
1 178. 1 0 j

wl-:,---=-7f.tw-Irv---.--+I .
1 14,27 I -48;33 I

i :42 1- , .6 I

23.,84 410-- 28,14 22.84-
.

'117131. 2104 : 13235

3428

25.71
.U77

14.78
306

19.95

30.16
178

18.55
48

lb

187

rpo

4
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TABLE A-39

Percent of 1972-73 Entering run-Time Freshmen
Receiving Loans by InStitution Dependence on

Gift and Endthmerft Income

aridInstitption Type and, Control

IAST TYPE

4-YEA

PUBLIC

I I

MEAN
'COUNT

.PRIVATE,4-69c

PRIVATE 2-YEAR

PROFIT - MAKING

VOCATIONAL

OTHER,

'CCLUMN

GIFT AND ENDOWNE4T IN&ME
S-SHARE OF

INSTRUCTIONAL BUDGET

1111NDER OVER 10
I PERCENT - PERCENT

I 1 I 2 I

/

28,53 I
I 5848 I 44 I

2 1 7,73 j 28,51 I
I *3411 1' 17 I

1 33,87 I 34,90 t
I 1209 x 1868

;/.

4 j 1604 I 20,29 I
1 13B I. 168 j

I 4/172 I 8,00-

I - 305 I 0 , I.
.

6 ,I' 7,35 I

I - 178 F g

9,59 I. 0,00 I

.1 42 I ' 1

18t 9 33,45
11131 2104

TOTAL

0

185
4

ROw
TOT AL

20.j,7
5892

7,83
3428

34.50
3077

336

47.72
305

-
, 7.35
178

8.3
48

20.70
13235

\ ti

0

%N.
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TA BLE LE A

Percent Of 1972-73 Entering Full-Time Freshmen
Receiving Benefits'by institution Dependence "-

on Gift and Endowment Income.'
and Institution Type and Control

OcANDIENDOWNE;iT INCOME
A SHAE OF

INSTRU IONALIUDGET

'MEAN 1 UNDER.

.
.

10 OVER i0.
COUNT I PERCENT PERCENT

IP

i

I ,e1 1 . 1 /
IASI TYPE , -/ w :,.- ..10-...:-.....,.../

1 I 4180 I 0,0$ / 4.77PUBLIC 4-YEAR ,
_ I 5848 I, , 444. I 5892

2 ;I73:::wf:::2.: 3:12:1

4
6445, 1 0,00 1,PUBL I C. 2-YEAR.

I

3 I 2,0 1 4,49 I 1 3,78
I 1209 I 1868 I - 3077

v/ ,......I.-v....-4-,-../=.
4 I 6,38 I- ,5178 j 8.05

I 238 I 168. 1 306#
. Im _ I ,... ;......,,I

, el 4,13 I 0,00.1 4..73
I. 306 i' 0 1 305.......-,......-I-..-2-........./

5,97 1. .0100 I . '5.97
I., . 178 1 0 1 1,78. ..e.

2.17
48

V

ROW ,

TOTAL'

PRIVATE 4-YEAR

/6
PRIVATE 2-YEAR

PROFIT- MAKING

V9CATIONAL

t

%PI ER
2 50 1 040. I

I: .. !I! I.
O .

. I.,..."wr.. ...... ..,...,I

Ca1061" TOTAL 5,10 4,45 5.00-
4 11134 . 2104 1935

.
. it

,

4. 42

O

189 ".`
. ,
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TABLE A-41

1.

. Percent of 1.972-73 Eneeo,i.ng Freshmen

",71Receiving Financial Aid by Available Institutiop.Aid Funds
and Institution Type and - Control '

Itt5T TYPE

PUBLIC

. _

. DISCRETIONARY AID FUNDS

AS SHARE OF
STUDENT BUDGET

MEAN.I
COUNT IUP TO 5'

, OVER 5
1 PERCENT PERCENT

1 ? I

.1 - - - -I

1 1. 53,57 I 53,43-1
4-YEAR I 2167 I. 3643 I .

QI' -----
2 i {9,47 I #4,72 I

PUBLIC 2-YEAR

PRIVATE 4-YEAR

PRIVATE 2-YEAR.

PROF IT-MAKING

VOCATIONAL

'OTHER:

ROW

TOTAL

53.,48
5810

48,08
I 2111 I 1005 1 3416

3 I

I

CCI.UMN I'ÔTM.

el

59,43 I
95g. I

51,28 1

192 I

65,73 r 63,78
2115 i 3065

59,93 / 54.51
111 I, 306

65,07 I . 74,16 I 66.56
; W 1' 54 I 331
; ....

38,53 I 59,23 I 39,04
170. I 4 i83

wI
'29146 I .30,44 I

22 I 29

52,80 56;05 54.54
6196 6965 1316?

Is

ee.

--
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TABLE A-42

.

Perce'fit of 1972-73 Entering Full-Time Freshmen

Receiving ''Giants or Scholarships by Available -Institut Ipnial Aid Funds
-Q_

ss and Institution Type and Control - ,

;NS! TYPE

/ ;

DISCRETIONARY AID FUNDS.

AS SHARE OF
STUDENT BUDGET

HFAN. 1 UP TO 5 OVER 5
COUNT I PERCENTI 2 PERCENT

. 1 . 1 I , - 2 I
1../.....:..,......--,-1-.--,-.--,2-,1

PUBLIC 4 -YEAR .1 It 34,95 1 . 33/96-1 -.34.33

,---, r 4.4
2167 L 3643 / 5810

s .iliww..FW.W.054 0 *I

dBLIC 2 -YEAR 2
f., 24,17 1 17436 1, 22,38---i -)L 2411 I 1005 / 3416

wl.." 3/1 :i.e., ; wi\
!I 4200 I 51,1.7 I 44.35

Row
TOTAL-

'151WATE.YEAR. , L 950 i 211521.1.5 I 3065
. ;/..4..--,..-.,/.,...--74,..,/

4 I 345179 1 37,58 /

PRIVATE 2 -YEAR
-,1 ?2. 111,

-.15,07 15,i7 I

PROFiT-MAKING 277 1 54 I-

6 I 7,0 4 . 2100 t
. '178.1. 4 I

;I- . . A.? ;
7 I 101,3'1 -20;0 V

I 22 1 29 II"; =I 7
MON' TOTIL. 30)26- '36162'

0,96 6965

VOCATIONAL .

OTHER

0,

306

15.92-
: 331
_

. 6,86
183

33.6i"
13162

/ i2

-191 .,.
, ,. ,

yL



'TABLE A-45
't- ,.

?ercent of 1572:13 Entering Full-Time Freihmen
RecelVing Term-Time Earnings by Available Institutional Aid Funds

and Institution -Type and Control

DISCRETIONARY AJD FUNDS
AS. SHARE OF

STUDENT BUDGET

MEAN
COUNT IUPTO 5 OVER 5.,

I PERCENT. .

I "' 2
-I.

1 181-73 ,I- 20403 j 19.55.
.

I 2167 I 3643 1 . 5810

2 I 2614-6 'I *, 27,1.6 I 26.67
241.1- 100 14°' 3416

. PUBLIC' 2 -EAR I

3 1 20,10 I'' 2$,13,I 5.661-- ,

PRIVATE 4-YEAR,, I, : 05V I 21.1. *-I .. -3065

. . t -
4 , 11:43 I 20;59 I 14,178

w
.

'PRIVATE 2-YEAR I

::

192 I : .44f I '- 306

I 15427 I 37,96 1_ '..-1.049
.*:

i- 2/7. 1,-- "-.511- I 431PROFIT- plAKING ;In .. I....-.. p ,. -.1 : 1 ,

6 I 31,59 :1 ;3,s3b I 30 .S2 ,

I 17.8 I . 4 I 183 ,

VOCATIONAL_ .I.I--4 -I " n I.° -=

7 11: 11/66 1 :- 21,43 I.-. 17.0
I . 22 ''I .- .29, I 52

. 1-1/.7;....,.,./-..--,-;= 1

CCI,W41 TO1; 1, 21,92 r 2166
44 ,6196 6965. .

.
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4'
Percent of-1972-73 Enteringftll I-Time Freshmen

Receiving Loans by Available iiiititutionai Aid Funds,

and Institution-Typend Control ,.

4.1

TABLE A-44

4 .
DISCRTIONARY AID RINDS

AS SHARE OF
'STUDENT' BUDGET'

MEW /
COUNT j UP TO 5 ) OVER 5

1 PERCENT PERCENT
Row

IOTA,

th8T TYPE
,

PUBLIC 4-YEAR

1
. z

I

_

1

21,45 I
2167 1.

19.29 I

3644 I

20.121
580

01

PUBLIC 2-YEAR

-;

'PRIVATE 4-YEAR

'PRIVATE 2-YEAR

PROFIT-MAKING

VOCATIONAL

2 9,14 I x,7$
t. 2411 I 10$5 1

12'4' 1

3 I 28,26 , 37,07 1

I 950 I , 2115 I

.4 j 14,14 I 23,22 I

1 92 .1 llf Ir41--; pr""s'41±1,....,10.vgt
5 I 6,12 I 63,34 1

I
:277, I 54 I

6 I

I

0007.1
. 2? 1OTHER

.c4UMN TOTAL

I

6,77 I 23,38 1

178 I 4

--i

A7,81 is
22

111,30 22,93
.6156 6963

4.

r

' 7,86
3416-

-34.34
3065-

a.18.76
306 4.,

50,62
.331

7.,17
183

7.73
52

20.75
13162

a.

Yr

I

1
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TABLE A-45

Percent of 1972-73 Entering Fulr-Time Fileshmen
Receiving Benefits by Available Institution Aid Furls

and Institution Type and COntrok

DISCRETIONARY AID fUNDS
AS SHARE OF
STUDENT BUDGET

MEAN I
COUNt I UP TO 5 OVER 5 ROW

I
PERCENT

1 I
PERCENT . TOTAL

UST TYPE w ,
-I ... -, j a ?,

I "'
PUBLIC 4-YEAR 1 I ' 3138 I 5'170 I 4;93

I .2167 1. 3643 I 5813
;1.4,-;-.7--/-w-v-I--pt..-.......:.../

,PUBLIC 2-YEAR 2 I _4176 I 5,65 I 6.44
4 p411 I 120,1 I 3416

PRIVATE 4-YEAR 3 *.I 3,66 I 3.46,1 3.
I 95 1 211." 1-

:., I* ; . a I
PRIVATE 2 -YEAR "4 I 6t52 I -.5t28, I

I -192 1 114 i

,-.1 ; , iTT-%&-a...-1-

PROFIT- MAKING I 5,71 I 404
I 277 *I 1

. .i.. ; . I w -

VOCATIONAL 6 I 5,27 I. 5.82_
./

I i78 I.

4

183,
/7.'/..

:44

,1-

OTHER 7 I 2.'61 -%.

i 5222
.vI -... -

CCLUSN TOTAL .. 4 , x_,Ite 5.04 4

496'5 13162 , ./ /

\

-

V
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Ayerage Total Aid Received by 1972-73
Entering Full-Time Freshmen Aid RecipientS
by PamirY Income Quartiie and Institution'
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,
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Average Grant of Scholarship Aid R.Feived
bx. 72-73 Entgring Full-Time Freshman
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KEAN
, COON T / UNDER $ 7,500.- $10,500 - OVER RCN'

, STD. ciEV I $ 7i511b, $10,500 $1-5,000 ,$15,000

I. 1 I ..? I 3.'1 4 I.

IhsT TYPE - --- -- r 1 J

rs' o.
.

. TABLE 0-1 ^. ,... r_ :No . ,

. Average Total'Aid-ReceLyed bY7.1 972743
, Enter i rig Fu I 1-Timel Freshmen Aid Rcipients

.- .

by. Family y income -Quart i:Ve and .

Institution Tyne and Control

7

FAMILY 'INCOME

ft

4

1 . I 1205,67 I '946,18 I 945.06,1. 700,10'1- 968:16.
_pUBILIC4,Y.E4 :___,1.4. 841',4' 746_ 4L , 803 I .61:5 J .3005

/1 .:762,3i-1 .'1.3147 1 -662.0 1 -.778,3§ r ,i4,18 ,..
I, ,,

. .. I' 791, 21 1. 578146 1 4604:8 I .485 00 I. , 0021'56

PUBLIC 2-YEAR - 1 475 t 402 1= 414 '1 /79 -1.# 1471
./: 669,28 I p78,45 I 524.181 637,14 1- 444,74

: ,. 3.. r. 234,94 1 Og50.5 I "171.2,87712.if I 1370,13 1 2741:18
PRIVATE 4-YEAR ' I. 31 f1 416 ! , 508 I 469 I 1705

1' 1172,59' I. 1117,82 I 930.89 I 1.022,54 1 108805'

r .
;177.77...:....1_77-_7_7771. .7.71r., ..,,.. I

4 1- 1469,96 I 569,73.1 740.42.1 1053174 I 2002181
PRIVATE 2 -YEAR 1 35 1 22 'I 36 . li I 136

I 1282,95 I 652,25 I 624,63 1 738,46 I 925,34

, .5 I. 1,258-,74 I -1258,76 I 1150.63 k 1-001;79 I 1262,58
PROFIT-MAKING' I lit!' I 121 1 ,' /26 1 44 -1 407

1 577,7.6 I 725,82 j 956.22 I 1058440 I 816,91

I 962,i1 I. '71,77.1 921.87. 1 . 924,71 I 902,34
VOCATIONAC i 90 i '. 31 I , 43 I 22 'I 186,

.1 684,20 I 630,25, I 1331;89 I 891,38 / 738,91.

1 1171036.1 042156.1 9.83053 i 910,87 I 2042v01
OTHER 1, 21 1 43 I ' ' 22 1 17 I .-7 104

. I 871,46'4', 722,40 1 877.58 I,. 89&145 1 80,,08
% 4/w.4,-7,,,.....T1-7,. , v 1 - 1 , 1 , .../ ,

sccLumN TOTAL 1267404 .1083,24 1031.53 94,04 1,09404'
. , lase 178t 1952 . .1391 , _7014

946,16 980;56 -864.86 -934,91 937,82__

.1;s14 W.

,-



TABLE $r2
.

i .. - .

. Average Grant or 'Scholarship-Aid ,

'Received by 1972-73 Entering Full-Time .

. Freshman.Gr'ant Recipients

by Family lncbme Quartile and
Institution Tipe and Control

FAMILY INCOME

M E A 1 ----.
... --

, COIMT**/ UNDER, _S 7,500 - $10,500 - OVER , ROW

s STO 0EV 1$ 7450.0 .$10,500 .$15,000. . $15,000 TOTAL 1

- I -
.1 : I 2 .I 3 I . "4 1 _

IhST Ty114 , . . : I,. ; ....1. , ...../ !
I . I

1 1 .784,52 I 660,71 I 611.57 / 631,31 1 683.,63

PUBLIC 4-YEAR -I- --- 63t I 528 1 496 - 1 309 . l', 1,966

I 578,54 1 872,3,6 1 537,07 I `923.11 1 717,82
. .../wi.:w-.,71.-ev .1- ..1 I _ - -P-P-'1

, 2 I 483,69 I' j489,23 1 368.27 1 .4.01,.53 I 425112 i

PUBLIC 2-YEAR 213 Z 179. I -172I 1- 41 1 685
.

".

I

,441.,96- _I 315,08 I 407,458 I 575,26 1 ,415161

3 J. 1572 t7 I 12-21 $84 I ., 1021.28 I 1144,93 I 1211.140

PRIVATE- 4-YEAR 1 272 I 317. 1 387 //- - 304 I 1281

I 1,160,21 I ?3814.6,1 . 80a.68 I 857,36 i 955,84'

.1*r/ , I _T_* / .. 1 I
at 4 _.ij '69445 I . Z50,20 r 529..17 .1 584,65. I 5281-79,

PRIVATE 2-YEAR - 'fi 23 I 18 I . . 33 1 22 1 94
/. 449,19 I' 1500.6.1 29266 / 260,32 I '344110.

5' I 4545114 I f).19,87 I 572.09 1 1288,94 1 625133:-

PROFIf-MAKING I 37 I 28 I 12 I 110

. I 497,15 1 286,96 1 528.90 1 861,39 I 553,27
/.......--,../ . , _/ I I

6 -1 iS35,79 I 390-,s0 I 265.51 .1 .446,21 1 , 470180-

VOCATIONAL I 22 I 12-- 1 12 I 7 I 54

I 812$73.1 202-0.0 I 10-0.9X I 471-142 1 570,22
.4/.._:_,...,-._.1 .., 0 V g I V vi . , ..'

7 / 043,14 I 796,11 ! 892.89 1 227i15 / 828,25.

OTHER , . I /' 1C;' i 23 1 1.8 1 5 1 , 56 , ,

.,
...1 ..694,42 I 40140 I .992.84 1 50,04 / 699,15
e/.-.........../-.=1,-'44(- 71, - r I

,

COLUMN TOTAL 872,00 "769,i5 7447 833/29 4 795,34

1.291- 1112 1144 ... ' 700. 4247
._ .

..

_80,94 *. 853,24 660.81 895,37 ...80410

r

202

4

'



, MEAN I
COUNT' I. (AMER $ 7,500 7U $10,500 - OVER -

STD OEV 1 S 7,500 -S10,500 $15,000' '' $15,00
-

1 1 r '? 'L . . 3 I 4 /:'

'1 4 41 ,.. .
... I

I

I. 506.28.1- 395,37 1 '389.7Y.1 363.70 I
PUBLIC 4-YEAR 1 4 .Z*0 I 258. 1 -252 .1 286 I.

1 390,9 1 :283,70 1 284.01 I 323,83 I

;/...;-. ,.....1.....7......:__I__ . .1- I

-2
I 408,57 i P4,34 ,r, 326.50 I 314,69 I

PUBLIC 2-YEAR / 229 1 245 1 23,7 I (ILO' I

i 310010 556,02 1- 342.30 I 389,03 1
,-,/...4 ,. __1 -._.- /

I I

3 I- '504, 531 339,39 I 519.26 I 470,12 I
I .145- , I

. 162 1 237 I ..- .160 I

I' 499,52 1 .234,80 1 505,95 :.1 . 539,08 1
.I- 1 ... . . / I . I

1 1006,07 1 326011 I - 411.73 I 294,68 1

I
6 i 5 I 8 1 - .11 I

1 1 674;44 1 49,36 / - 139.99 I 182,07 I

1 wi.vi.m.... i . . ,-; 1 I

5 1 451,4 1 .837,14 1 37-.4,4-1-1 775:67 i
I 27 1 '40- I 60 I 25 I

.

I .354,7# I 642, 5' i 477.31 I '656.30 1

TABf.EB-3

, Average Earnknots Received by 1972-73
Entering Fulirlime Freshmari Job'Holders A

by Aamiiy incbmeQuartile and
tnstitqtion,Type and Control

-;

INCOI1

:PRIVATE 2-YEAR'

PROFIT - MAKING
-

,,4 ,/...,--.....t--,...._..../__ . , ---- --I------,--.!

C I 456,19 I 91178 't 708.0 I 585,60 I

1- 28 I 13 /, 20 11. 11 I

I.

-336,84
1 313,16 1 853.96 I- 659,97 I,

;/....., --- .. - +51,.._ /' . -1... - 1

7 1 456,87 I -277,43 I .343.21 I 408,74 I
4 .1 16 I 10 I .- ' 8 I

i 5,311 E36,19 I . 232.20'1' -599,26 I

4I- ;' 1 ..,. .i. 1 -- --- -1.-__......:...1

cOLUoy TOTAL, 4,74,66 404.94 415.0 40g.32
754 ' 4736 825 -617 ':\ .

398,36 ,422,7.2: 416.53 436,95

RpW
.

TOTAL

417:29
1107

334,39.

367.69
827 .

41,7 f00

463,78
704

469,

479'103

4.17:66

575133 .

i52
573,45

5.4?172.
.73

371,93

309,16
38

321.31

423,20
2931

41.11,75'

-



1'
%

6 '4..4
4

1

V

-44

0 .

TABLE B -4th
44

,

f *

Average Loans Received by:1972-73 . .

Entering Ful 1 -7ime Freshman ReCipients
by FamilOncome Quartile and

. InstWition Type and Control
. 4

S

A

FAMILY !ROME-
A-

- UNDER ' $ 7,500 $10,500 OVER
COUNT 1 $ 7,500 $10,500 $15,000 -$15,000

STO OED( I TOTAL
"I 1 1. . 2' I \3 I 4 1

1tsST TYPE .L..14 ; ..r. ...
1 . IT -. .1

.1. / .1595496 I .689,36- I 95343, I 1098174 I 796,24
F:08Lic, ti-YEAR I

406' 1 323- I - 288,1, I ..--.99 I _ 111?_

I 418156./ 375137
.

1 455.97 1 590"195 1 458,30 '.

/....v-----....-41 -.-...- x ..1 , ../ ....., / .

I 705,06 1 '513,04- I 8154 I 1418,26 I 726130
119. I 52 1 / 37: I ". 13 r . 221

I, 456'134 1 .149193 1 555,57 ,I 192113 1 t 497,64
../..4--.4"-"1 4_. ..; 1 . -IN I *.

i,'

PUBLiC 2-YEAR

1 . 811.0'1'
PRIVATE '4-YEAR I 184 I

1 454,79 1

. .,im_ . .,. .. ,wi

4 1, .084,99 I , p2§182 1

-PRIVATE 2-YEAR I 15' I 3

. 1 ;385,0.9 I 348,02 j

5 '1 1141;08 I 139.3,68 f

PROF11-.MAKING __.--,' I Fli . 1 67 1 "

S I ' 376,56 .1 '189,19 r
l

10512,7 I 1500,00
I

VOCATIONAL .! - 37 1 6 1

I :42415 r 01q0,1
/

I 1061.451 I 994,78 1.

I() 3051;29;- 11 4982264 if

193,152 I 1131.54 I 1104,52-1 1055,89
;71 . I 291 167 I 919 :

652.161'1 599,17 I. 774,56 I 6351-27

OTHER

I I

710.86 I 1446,83 1 1281185'
10 I. 21 1 49

452.48 1 492,13 -I 916177
I I

14.77.94 I 1331,36 1' 1327,76'
69 - 1 f 26 1 242

652.04-1 465,0'1 523,58
I

.. 1

1090;29 I 1038,66 I 1099,-20.
1? I

. 18 /. 71

379.77 1' 443,10 1 409,25
. 4 14 4 41

1600,00 1 1239,11 I -1080189
1 .1 8 , r 44

0.27 I 2621,41'1, 418,13

ccLutitm TOTAL 804,93 . 903f94 1071.32 1155,51 950,04
853 744. 722. ,343 2663

4.12s11 570,51 566.31 44,07 573,40

4.

s

I 4\

41
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Ag_

t>4$

ortABIIE B-5
..t i. ..,. .

Average Benefits Raceive( by 1572-.73
Entering Full- Time -.,Freshman Beroiitiaries7

by Family-Income Quartile and
institution Type and Etditrol i

' *

, MEAN I -
COOT LUNDEit $1.0

570 OEV I $ 7,308-., $104506

.

UM TYPE . ./ -

I 1.

;1.2

3' 8

--.. .
i

, 4PIr ;
) t .

*14!

pi
FAMILY INCOME

/ -689,87 i 716;08 I
'17.UBLiO 114F,Air I 111 1 46 1

, 6.01,23 I X39, 0C-7 I

RVBLIC 2-YEAR
2 6U17 653 ,

- i

I 89 1 5_9 1

I 4751T-T '142;60 I

:, ./

3- I ;10,319.8 17-063919-1
PRI-V47E. 4-1YEAR' - I "3E2. 1' 19' :I

I 1013,261 7.1.711r I

;ii, . V A. UP 4° . 4 ' lr e I

4 ,I,, -577100,11 767,,22 1,./' 0.00 I , 0.00 I

PRIVATE' 2-YEAR -I 9 1 61 21 0 ' I

, 'I ..437108 1 778,18 I '.' 0,00 34::- 0,00 1
el....., 1me/04,1............ms-41

,..
/ I

,.';.

." 5. I t251.24 1 "§12,5111 1300,0W I i000000-1-'

PROFI7=MAKING, I ,. 20 1 - 6 I..' -:-.-: 3- I "1 'I

1 519,31'1 §391.58 Ir -.'")15.1,6 I ;0,,00 _I
51w...,7,-....,, 1 ,..., -, i ..1 -...I I

6 I 1073.81 I ?,98;.3,3 r, 50Ø..00 I 1.4013..00 ti
. I :? -1 6 - I U 1 . t- 1' 2.8.
1- 873,51 4 209:46 I.- -0.08 4 0,00 i 791,78-

--/,..; .'" _ir=,..,....-:,-.1-.----1..A;../.---.---Z- --

6

4..

I

.115,006 'TOTAL u
-- 4. 1.

I - r -I
4.1 658189'1'

- 7 .34-1 I

.73 4921,3 I.

5,69.02° J. ;42 I

35 'I

(17.10 1212.42-I

700.89 I 1,9f8,AA7

.-wi

22 23 1

527r3f1 I° 1°9241'3 I

tr. 1

`1/0tAiIONAL

-ge

,%4193

1.26'57198"

5547°
5.

1191%94'
14-

'979821'

651,31
. 15
57319e

1,

1156;77
31

5129.1.71

88 ,b8.

0400 I -%.01,00 .0.00 ifae..00 1. 3467.0:
I . 0 I- 1 .1 2

0.100 . 042 .0.0.0.' 1421 97,9114

842;81
637

*09195

CLUMN TOTAL 767.@6 . 726.02 014:8F
// 285 e 143 135
-676 32 548 68 67'2,94

111

2

1451.36
75

1023;12

a



%tivii TYPE'

.PUBLIC 4-YEAR

j

1

; 'Pr'
''' ::" "TA0LE 8-64-

4l

Avers e Tota1'A R cetved 'b 1.02 3

Ehterin eshman A d Rect ents
' b 'Ac ievemehti lit Grou 9 n

institution T e -nd Control.

S.

SAT SCORE
'

MEAN UNDER
-.COUNT I' sob
STD ()EV*/ .

(

PUBLIC 2 -YEAR

,

PRIVATE 4-YEAR

PRIVATE2-14EA

PAFIT-MAKFRG

,.VOCATIONAL

aTHER

COLUMN TOT

2

3

1

-,

.800 - 950 OVER
950' : 1,100 1,100

4

- 3 I 4 1

I 066,581. 958,4? 11141"- 955.28 I
/ 1079' I / 711 I. 859 I

.1 722.11 I: 656,5 1 884.45.I

I 623-1-37.1 1,219.7 637.16' I

I . 1147. r Z13,I ''' 214 I

I 658,15 I I. 5584-41: 1. ' 6689, I

I
1546,35 j 1809,60 I 1767.60 I

.3 I ,* 343 I 463 I

j' 104,14 1 1107,25 I 1129.47.1

I/ 978,48 I 1084,91 I
11654'7`

I : 82 / 62 I 411
/ 786415 I ?68,q4 I '47046,4

1675.571 1666,61 I

20 4 40 I

922.75 I 1099,46

30,70 I 1411,Eq I

18 I 6, /

'254.32 I 888c23 I
- I. ,

707.93 I 1a4,28,,I
12.-

I

w I

1287.77

398
1550

.38 1091,42

5 I 1160,21 1 194',67 I

I 355 If '58
I .7251§4 I 95C,23

.71 , w .

6: I 921,62 I 834,101
196 1 27/` I

/16,3 510,44 I
.

7

7 ' 867,13 1 /449,05 I

1 49 38 r

, 9q8,4 1, iL556t15 I

AL 9611 70 1 @98,74.
3462 '1553'

813441' 887,92

I

138,60.1
779

813,94, 1
/-

318,41 r
68 I

217,98 I

.1'804481 I

,631 I

1209;48 I

I

970,99 1
- 112,1
792;38 I

T

206

If

TOTAL

955171:
3429

774,34

6/1,22.

- 617 43'R
725,18

-

---1989,.
1114,11'

1031i5i
.170

884,54

1254,50
473

818,62%.

885,92
248

-710169-

966,87'.

112
814,14

1086,'65-

81.63
936,50 .



TABLE 8 -7

Avera0e Grant or 5chola?ship Aid -

Received I bY '197-73 -Entering Fu I Vri me '
. Fr &shman Grabt.Recipients :

by Achie'vement/Abil ity. Troup and".

lnsti tr,tion Type and 'Control.

-

, CQUNT / 7MEAN 3
UNDER - 800 . . 950 OVErei RaW .

800 950 -. 1,100 11,100
ci DEV I : t ' TOT AL

. 11_, 1 T-.. .( 1 ., - a. I 4 , I

4AT GCfclie 10

V.

thST TYPE

'1 -1 6683, 05' I ,1531,961 65&.76 I 701135, 1
-"" PUBL4 -C 4,YEAa 1 "620 1 431.,/ 576 I 58'8 I

. r.. 24E25 1 5:6179* I 89.2,11 I 719.'82 i
.y.t. : ..!---,---)-;--i----- ---- -i-,"------I

'2 ,1,-.. 44447 1 4!.1.48,00 .1 372, 3 1
,.. :,316,15 I

50, I- , 120 --1 _...' 113 50 ,I
I 434,61. 1 ' 98E72 1 289',-6 I 206,,24 I .

3 1 -1094i71 I 1183,86 1 X112,64 1 1368,17 I
1 366- 1 . 268 1 \368 I 497 1

1. §22,2 'I 1103 ,?2 I 913.58{ j 982,96,-1

.

. .

4 tt-1 567,86 567,08 1 - 586,40 41:0,81 1
PRIVATE 2-YEAR f 48 j 44 13 j

I 395/.02 I 277E88'
1 ..,. . r- ....I

I . 4740611. 722; 34 1

.,,e.
:PROF 1 TMAKING 1 73 I 24 I

. . 1 ;39ki 63 1 526,0.1t 01 I..4- ;- )- -1 - I

I
'4 5'6-C a9 1 .484,26 1

VOCATIONAL . 1 ' 55 1 1 0 1

I ' 629173 I 1,55,37- 1. $ , ,,1. ..-4 ... 1-,

7 I* ,67,53 I' 702,11
I 1,5 I 234

I 733,11 I 35512+ 1 229.65 .1 1132150 I .704.02

669t81
221.5

693,41.
.

425,48
,801,

425,29

120'5-171
1499'

9.59:21

608177 4 :
115

525.76 1 641,25 I. 41118
1

I

306,24' I 1450.,20 1' 632,58
11 I 15 1 . 123

193,39 I b 633,5 554179
I

326.97, I 430120 1 512,54
7. 1 . 4 1. 77

313.53 0,45, 1 .1
4551,80j A

681;-61. 11.03,87 1 .808,06
6 41- x3 1,' -; -57

;CLUKN Tai AL. 67910i 777127 768.07 982,39 790,81
1677 '421 till

624,48 , 769,05- 877,36 41.7,1.6 71:81:6 .

O..
V

4
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1.

20'

1.1*

/ jr"
t_

sr

TYPE'

PUBLIC

;
PUBLIC 2-

"he

TABLE 8-8
. , t

. Averege.Earnings 'Received by 197-73
. Entering Full ,-Tince-Preshmap Job Holifers

-," by Achievement/AbiLifty Group clod

..Instit-u,ti,on Type and Control
. ....... .-... (-..,.., . .,

. - ki.! -..
ii,

..
: ' \ ' , , -rr-'-t:7..`7.---.4,, z-\'47. --,_

tS ;,y,,t ' -
- At ,

.. A :: .5AT-S-CORE'
I ir. 4.1t-ryi--

mitr-L _ ... .- :4 f

COUNT I l't4Dki i. :.'1:'' '; I

950

STD itly 1 80° ''''...;$4.', 950 1'000

I -"i" 't , .2 I

I

";

I

OVER ROW

,TSIT A I:
3 I '4 I

414;80
I 1246
I 334,12

'

I 375:35
I 0,7
I 4081.2$
I
I 462,17
I 807

1' 557M I., 311,-94 I 529'±91 .45,9#09 1 40000
. ,

140,70 I 386,14
-4 - 48

55,87 I 3581.34

1: I 421,45 1,- 1)81,79,1 41010 4. -376,96
-- I

.454 L -235- i 282 1 276
.1 , 15--6 I 7 6 r - 450,14it 354-,=.24 I 289,38

,-,1i4......m.,771.-,...._:_..f.._ ------...1..__.......___.
V.-4 c 3974,10-,1 .54t22. I 314r48 I 165,88

I 670 I 162 1 114 I .! 21
..; r 4th443.1. 308,87 I 321.67 I 1A1.9.0
i4.,...,.1-.0-.,...4/ * ... 7i .

PRIVATE If-tEAR 1 511930 1 ,61.4451 '511.4! 1 3103

/FR 'VATS 27YEAR

FIT - MAKING .

VOC T I ORAL

AMER

--- .1

464i65 1. :209-,20 I

27 1 12 I

445,a 1 154,91 1
; /

I k08177 Jc 177,07 1,..A.E0,20-1 464067
I I '111. I 30' I I 10 1 . ( 18

531,59 I. 65819.6 810.13 I 419,53
/

;

& 'I ; 42141235.1 .
634,14 I ...2.,*00 I 414,00

44 74, -1 .9 1 *12 1 _3

I 580,§8-r -562,?5 175,22..1, t,05
/

I
28614A ,10,62 k. 246.15 I 2133,91.

1 20. 4 1 /8'11 -' 7
37647 1 136,36 I 18580 I 250,32

.17.7r_

I

400.00
- 5 I

0,05

I 587j73-
c72

1 571,16
I
I 504,76

07
I - /1.547 I 85-
I
I '290,73,
1, Ab
I - 31001

cr _1 1- I
C00.1/4pr TOTAL 449 1#5 427,11156 430.44 370173. 425183.

?*- 1603 eio 3382

S

.455,13 555;75 '428.62 368171 .421420

206



-i TABLE B-9 0:4
.... . *" "7'

7. ..; -.A. '

. ''' ,Avirage Loan Ftece-ivek' _..

.
Eri914,,0 Fut 1 -Time Freshman- te -- -,...4.--1-13 tent; .

-- -:-. :;' by Ach fevement/Ab rl i ti-ii6r .. L? akdc

'lost I tut; or!,.4_4P-a-nd tto
a

° SAT SCO RE ,

a

MEAN 1
COUNT I ,UNDER i . 'BOO - -990 - OVER .

ROI
r

. 'STD DEV 1- 800 . 950 '1,100

4 - 1 I 2 1 3 L
thST TYPE - - -/: ; I- . ; 4 ., I

' .

.1,;* C. I: 7,9,831 :821,6a' I 125.02 1
1--... PUBL I C' 4--YEAR 454 1. 283 I 304" I

. 1 466192 I . _161,12 I .457.38 I

;I.-;..1....1 s -- . I "I

.2 1 635144 1' 987,84 1 '"984;51 I

PUBLIC 2-YEAR 1 V?' I 63 I ,_36 I

'' -I. -458L36 1 384,59 I 668.85 1
;/.....7,.........1 .. . . 4/ . .1

. . 3 1 971104 1 1046,70 1 1115:10 I,

ii PRIVATE 4 -YEAR .1 279 1 . 220 I ,251 I

.
I 446113p 1 5831p / 585,35 I

-1k 4 1 1018,53, 4035,88 I `730.80 I

PRIVATE 2-YEAR . 1 34' 1 '19 I 4 I

f 59p172 I 098486 1 216.53 I
.../- w.

5 I 1293,02 I. 15,52 1 1736.38
I 214 I -°32 I. _ 9 I

I 45815.-1 '5Q7, P. I 1119,02 1
.

4 (1 '1104158 I 983122 1 4900.,b0.1
1" 61 Or- 13 I .4..,.- 1 I

:r 3911.62"1 41201.13 1 0.211

- r

PROFIT- MAKING

VOOAT I 06I.

1,100
4 r

4

763,24'1
221 1

422,39 1
-rz I
250,00 I

4 I

- 1,43 I
I

1,035,81.1.
`320 I

808,63

0,0
2 I

4,00 I
OPNITI-11.I

'1850',15 1
19$ I

767,07
'I

- 1650,00 I
4

gal I

TOTAL

797,37
-1263
456,42

752,08
'282

-502,84

tp391,81

1070
632t05

1284,62
59

.880,41

1359,50
.275

544,26
-

1108,22
84

403,03

I;17 , 4 '1 '1 w 1 .-- : I I
.7 I. 1$28, 01 1 918,80 j 960.00.r 1600100 1 t096,84-.

OTHER 4? .

1 lig I3091 1,. .4!102,3f0-1 -- 0,3/.0. 1 *0 . ii., r 412,!t4,w.,_,.....,......, I P

'i' qCLUMN-TOTA(, 421,17 ?80,5.9 466,19 .956,87 .949,71
.

'- 12-43 6.52 608 572, 3075 .

i ..

,
50'6159.. 568195 562-.32 ' 711,34 . 573,04 -

..,

+.: ,...,

.1 .'.
p

/ 209
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TABLE 8-10 /

. Averagelpenefits Received,by 1972-73
Entering full-Time FreshmanTaneficiarias

: by Achievement/Abillty Group and
Institution Type an& Control

-

,L---MEAN
UNDER:-

COUNT-I

:SAT SCORE

806 : 950 - OVER

I-

ROW

STD OEV,I
800 9510 1,100 1,160 TOTAL

1 1 2 I 3' I
f 4

1,4,7 TYPE I I r

- PUBLIC it-YEAR

P4BLIC 2-YEAR.

f.

?RIVATE 4-YEAR .

I 744178 I
717,30 I 1033.62 I 1046,05 I 853t20

315
643193

I. 118' .1 81 1 .73 -I . 44 I

/ ' 7,74,04'l 59812-3 I 617,57 L. 65341 I
il...4-,-f-i..wi . . L 4 / ".6- I

1

2-1 716459 I 459,72 /, 630,494 384,001 6564'24

' I ,- 157 I 40 1. 26 1. . 3 I '. 22.6--

1-* 731,29 i 225,9$x, :I 370.11 I 'ig8,50 I .645i94 .

;4...7,./19.--T .. .1 ..,1,---,......./

3 I 1178,45, I .143,13 I 1298.9.4 I 1095,93 I 114604 .-,
I _ 43 I .16 I 24 -I 38 I -"121
I .737f419 I 292,19 L 128149 4 1062, 68 I 934176-

4 I 795,54 --415,66 I .1115.00T 0400 .1 04;07.
q I . 7 I 8, I, 3 1 - 0 1 - 17-

A 648,73 I 00130 IT' 0,141 . 0,00 I 505,84
I

.2100 1 1149,00
'16

PRIVATE 2-YEAR

PROFtT7HAKING ,

VOCATIONAL

OTHER

4-.,-_-...v

5 -I 1153194 I' 131;17 I 1320.00 I

't 31 I . 2 I ---; 3 1" 0 I

I. .605,45:1 113,q0 f 0.00 1
. ,,,, ,v1 _. I .I

1 054158'1 500, 00 I 25040 I-
I 33 4 2 1 2 I

I 815,42 I 0,08 I 0.00 I
- , .

.1.-..,..........,v1- , .... 1 - - - i
50040.1 ,- 0.00 I

. 1-- I 0 I

,12 0.00 1

7

I

1980,00

WierOw,9141.011P.4AT11+Vi.a..*I.,
e.

0.00
I. 603,33
I

0,00 I 886,20
.0 I' 37

0,00
I 806113

COLUMN TOTAL 432,92 ', §75,84, 498.04,
390 151 131

- 761,90 90,84 763.67 _

4.

r 2

I

I
0402 I

0 j
v 0400
. .-/

1042,39
86

855121

1167,49
2

979104

853,46,
757.

735,27



TABLE B-II

Average "Total Aid Received by 1972-73
Entehing gill-Time Freshman Aid Recipients

by Rdcial/Ethnic Group and
Institution Type and Control

CIAL/ETHNIC GROUP

1'

4

MEAN I

BLACKCOUNT / WHITE ki.

STD OEV I4
1 1 I 2 I

INSITYPE 0 I

1 t 717,85 L 1209,9-I
PUBLIC 4 -YEAR , 2848 1 . 334 j

1 781,6.4 I 740,15 I

c: --- - /

2 1 59§, I :762,77 I
I 1434 I 110 I

I 628,0 I 551,58 I

I'I. .

3 / 1,652,28 I. 2248,44
PRIVATE 4-YEAR

I 1706 150 jr-

, I 104747 I r290,93 I

.4 I 997k72 4. 1.9,72,22

PRIVATE 2-YEAR 164 I 3 I
I 879,i4 I 331,28 I

1,4

5 > f. 1248,66 I .0100.2

PUBLIC 2-YEAR

HISPANIC OTHER

3 I- .4 . I

v. I 4., 1

113544
I 1042;38 I

101 I 114

-571.10 I 725,16
I,

680.44 I 615.43 1
98 1 . 82 1

571.86 I 903,66.1
-_I

2517.90 I 2228,46 .1

21 I 89 I

1103.27 I 1523,04 I
. I

I-170.00 I 1601,95,1
1. I --2

0.00 I '11$,"2,97 I

w I I

1541.27.1 1218..21 I

16 .1 14

75%30 I 698,77 I

I

PROFIT-MAKING /-I '388 \I A 61 I

I 860,45 \I 658,44 I

VOCATIONAL

OTHER .

.14+.10"
6 I .

870,05 I 1064,08 1
I 221 1 18 I

I 718,6t I 678,56 I 1
;I 'is' 1- vie'. . I

7 1 ,'411,9 I 097,40 I 1438.39
9; I 6 1 5_

I 743,69 I- 1449,261 1%1043 I '0,1

. ,,/..7, 4.....47,../...,-......,../- -- - - - ---

gcoofq TOTAL:- . '1052149 13.78,94.4 110844 1271.98
6855 684 242 314

914,89 996,32 822.80 -,.. 1225.33

0.00 I 8911'23 I

11 I

I 798,98 I

I - -
.5p0,00 I

I

211
a.

ROW .
TOTAL

.

"7)23
3394

775,741:,

613%12
1725

637,49

1733,52
1967

1112,55

1028,96
170

84,39

v1265.41
479

824.83

885:19
- -250
709.42

974.47
109

817,38'

1090.24
- 8095

938,23



t -
TABLE 8- -12

Average Grant-or Scholarship Aid Received by 1972-73-
Entering. Full-TimeFreihman Grant ReciOints

L e. by Racial/Ethnic Group and
Institution' Type and Control

. . ..-- . /

.

RACIAL/8THNIC,GROUP.

.

MEAN' L

COVNT./ WHITE ' BLACK HISPANIC OTHER -

Sig OEV I
1 I ; 1

3 I 4 I

;1 ST TYPE ',.,..--;----p=1`..-;--------1 ." 9 f. I .." 1 ,/

1 ,I 637,86 I, 825,89 I '821.80 I" -11.3 I 672,98
PUBLIC 4-YEAR I 1820 I

I,
222 1 70 I 77 I 2140

I 712199 i. 574,79 1 . 487.69 I 6/i125 I. 696,84..

.
. 1,I..............,-.,T1 1- -- i 1

2 i 413148 ..0 533161I 506.42 / 413,05 I 427,23
PUBLIC,2-YEAR I . 666 1 .50 I ,,- 55 I 36 I 807

I 392dnr 4750.15 I 538.69 I 398,31.I 40.4J44
.-5!...-;-...i..-,,q/1 - . .. 1- ... -1 I

3 -1 1114117 I 14e1,132 I .1977.85 I 1655,64 I 12141,49
.PRIVATE 4-YEAR t' 126.4 I 122 I , ':20 I - 76 I _ 1,463

A 848,5 I 1219,59 I 1083.63 L -1527,044, 961,28,

4 ;\1".::._74.74:581 :62'8:791 300.30'.41 1601,95 I 5.78,41
1 Ix `

PRIVATE 2-YEAR I - 103 I 3 I 1 I" 2 I ..1.10

I 3.37121 I 451174 J 0.08 I 1142,97 I 392,23-,

c ;r. ....61 .., -, ....' I-
'_-. L I

5 ./, 641,86' I 823,92 r a,o0. 1 .327,73 I 632,58
PROFIT-MAKING I 112 I 5 I 0 I . I 123

I 568,f#1 I. 402,00 I 0.00 I 271,18 I '554,79
-- .11 ._ ; is I -r- I

A' I , 383,11 L 280000 I 0.00 r 1075.16 I 512454A
VOCATIONAL I 65 J -* 2 I , 0 I 9 I-- 177

I 378,35 I 0,,00 I 0'40 I 76,88 L 5.5118.0,
-1 - :-, vi _ . ; ../ sI I

7 1 783,15 I 1359194 I 564.94 I 0-,00 I 100,20 .

OTHER' . I - 52 I 4 I ; _ 5 I 0. I , 60

t 14 _661,41 I 1212,77 I 342.66 4

COLUMN TOTAL . 741,52 1q92i50
I.,...,-.7-..;----.-1

749,99 942,09 767.61 -1143,83
4083

It 441,

4 407

I

651,45r 7.110i182 792,3,4
152

. -I- . 1

0,00

I.'''. 67;;;;I:

..

t

C-

RQ
TOT

r

212

1r,"*.
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TABLE B-13.

Average Earnings Received .by 1972-73

"EaterIng,Full-,Time-Fte'Shnian Job Holders

'-loy Racial/Ethnic Growl and
InstItutioli_TVpe and-Control

7.-

-

, MEAN I

.

5:

RACIAL/ETHNIC GROUR-

1

.-..1.6..
C

..

.t .t.- 4

. /
.

tOUNT 1 WHITE BLACK HISPANIC

STO OEV I

1 I 2 I 3 I

.

PUBLIC _4-YEAR

pcm1 e,2-YEAR

_

PRIVATE-4 -YEAR

PRIVATE 2 -YEAR

PROFIT-MAKING

VOCATIONAL

,OTHER°

-r_

.-.

1 I 400,79 1 . 501.43 I
I 992 I 159 I

I
334,57 I

2 I. 368,76 1

I,- 77
.14,1091

1 416.45 I .

,

442,22 I

4 I 391,72.1
I da I

I 183,91

I 615.32 i

148 I

I 547,59 I

;I I-
'6 I -604.15 L

. I 89. I

I 555,54 I

1 .295,72
/ 40' 4

I .327,57 I
.

le,-

goLumN T0,4 41707
2806 316
414,0 391,91-

--

OTHER" z

4 /

412.55 I 43205 r
3i Iy 57

295,58 / :283,40 1

18-71"_1 280.,45 I

. 69 60 ' I

-91.?9 I 215.81 I

w .

5413,60 j 600,00 I

8d I 2
4173,28 / 0;00 I

I

500,00 I 000 I
f 2 /' 1 I

0,08 r -0.00 I

473,35 0-,00

'19 0

!!60,29 I

I

171,61 I 0J0 1
-`6 I , 0. I

180,79-14- 0.00 I

150 00 I VA 00 I

0 I

0 0.00 I

496,83 332;80

.2.13

94.
248.22

411,481
I

440.10,Ls
6.5

407,70 I

.

ROW
TOTAL

0,6.38
1239

334.20

'376.50
964

409,75
.^-

1397,041, 1461,22
14 I 803

142/).40 491,63'
I

.0,00 403.,62
0 1 42

400 I 376,86

150.05 'j503:198 ,

6 I 173,
54,95 I' '57103I,

100.00,1 564.76:
' 2 I 97

13,4 I .547,55

500.00 I 0/7117'
1. I 42

0.15 I.- 30001i
I .

426487-
144 3361

637,61 .422,30

4



TABLE 6-14

.
40 AVerage Loan Received by 1972-73

Entering Roil' -Ti shman Loan Recipients
-by Ra 'al nic Group and *.

Insti on e and Control

. /

RACIAL/ETHUIC GROUP
I

MEAN / ,-,,,

ST1 "1 1E.,-

STD D.EV 1

I 1 I,:

Lk-ST-ME :"-.;II,-;,, er*
--,PUBLIC 4-YEAR

BLACK . - HISPANIC OTHER

.4 I . 3 i

I . i . .1

1 I. 822,47 I _ 687,47. 1 745.88 I 7,39,50 t 797,057
1 : 189 I 54 I 24 I X245

1 42,88 1 417118 I 366,59 1 474,48 1 454,31.
4.4...4-si ... . I ,...!.

.1

2 r 777,77 I 592,57 I 573.69-1 781,94 I 752,49
SUM 1 C. 2rYEAR 1 224 I. 23 I 13' 1 9 / 209

I ,524,29 I ' 370,04 1 400.43 1 42-5,15 I 504,92: ,
;/ ; / ...,., e '...../ e el" 1

1 V00,§8 1 161,67 I '75(2.12 I 949'113 r 1.040131.
/ .902 t, . 90. 1 14 1 56 I 3.042

\

ROW
VITAL

1

-PRIVATE 4-YEAR
171....;645.:6:1.;,440.415_2 1, 542.034 658,31 1 833,52

4/

. 4 I 1275e28 1 1500,00 ii00.00 J 0,00 I 1284,62
PRIVATE 2 -YEAR' / 56. I 2 I. , 1 'I 0 I- 59

I 89811_8 I 0,23 I 0.33 ' 0,00 1 -880141
_

1 1396,38 1 '1034,61 I 1541.17 I 12811,0611 3.372,19 ---q',

1' 202 1 48 1 16 1 IL 1. 277

1 564,57' I 547,55 I
.

I

6 -1 108712- I -4261,97
I . 74 t- -1.1 I

1 -399,e8 I 389128 I

. 4

994',26 1 :191,98 4.
33 I 4

444,t0 I 96,00 I

Mu/414.nm .976,4 105,08
'12470 367
58847 484,74 .

214.

575430 1 509,89 I 562446--
1

0.00 I 0,00 1 11091,68
0 I 0 i as

0.00 I 399,92 ,

1 "
7,400...00 A :

1

0.18.1
1

876.65
. 141

533.52.
100

597,84

1065,83
40

4.33,54

s'.953,14
30-37

577,29



1

TABLE B-15-
- .

Average Benefiteceiveii, by 1972-73
xnteriag Ful.1.-Time Freshman Beneficiaries

by RacAliEthnicGroup arid
Institution Type and Controi/

1 .RACIAUETHNIC GROUP

.-,

...8TO CEY I

COOT l'Ilmi
TE _.

1_,- 1 I 2 f
,-.1-:,.t.., . : 7,1

1 I 907,§5 I 4 t30' 44'1

I 274 I 25 I

I 708,04 I 328.,78 /

2 I 649;59 / 640,47 I
.

I' 189. /I 17 I

I t55,50 /r .. 507,23 I

. /.

TYPE ".

PUBLIC 4-YEAR

PUBLIC 2-YEAR

HIS,PANIC

3 I. .1

494,62 I
8

196.30

Rog c
TOTAL

. 4.

_OTHER f

464,09 I' 847,62.
8 . 315.

286,20 1. 686,00

940,83 I 485,00 / 667,16
'16. I i 1 222

533.52 1 0102 4 639i63
,..7 1,0;

.3 I 1268,82 1 99,80 I 500.0 I 6'12,00 I 11'7 3
,, PRIVATE*YEAR Aai 1

12 I : 4 1 i 1

1 , 972,20 i 382,76 I 0.00.-1A. 0,00 I -9401.65
c..'_

0,00 1 0,00 / 848,52
PRIVAIE 2-YEAR

4 I 839,94 I 700,00 I
I 21 I 2 I 0 I 43 I 23
I

.641,77- 4 011.1 1 oiow I 0,00 I' 618-173

5 I 1x9$,76 I 1..6i197,1 0,00 I '..400.00 I 1192,6
PROFIT-MAKING 1 32 I .6 I. 0 I / 1 I 39.

I 590:66 I 763,34 1 0,00 I _5,06 j 619:61

t

= --.

870,24 1 _ 0,00 I.
VOCATIONAL I 38 1- 0

OTHER

max
61;_

. ' I 805,0.5 I '' 0,g0 I

1 1167,49 I, -0,00 4

.1 2,.1 ..0 'I
. / 979;'134 I . 0'0.1.0 I

..-T1'- ;I.,,..4 . e ..+1 w..., I

01.4104 TOI6L. -. 900,;11, 1115,09
657 k 62

7660#5 00,29
-- C-.

215

I

0,00 I 0,00 I' '870,24
0 1 0 1 38 .

0,00 1- '0,00 1 805,85

z,00 I .0r00 1, 1167,49
0 1 0 1 2.

0,00 I 0,00 1 979,04
I. I-

761,96 440,37 865,30
26: . , 12 756.

474.38 263,88 739t92



TABLE B-16

Average Total Aid Received by 1572-73
,Entering Pull-Time Freshman Aid Recipients

by Median Family income at-PostSiconOry Institution
and Institution Type and Control

4

t

MEDIAN

MEAN I UNDER
COUNT $ 7,500

STO DV/
I

o 1

FAMILY INCOME /

$ 7,500 -. $10,500 -
$10r50 $15,000'

I 2 I, 3 1

IhST TYPE- od.
I 1 -- .. I' ..6/-

945,44 I 885.--99 .1034.91 I
PUBLIC 4:YEAR 51 I -1435 I.. 811 "I

1 1

It I
.1

I

PUBLIC 2 -YEAR .1

I
.1

3

I

I

668,89,1' 688,30 r...085,28_/
.

I

--'-PRIVATE 4-YEAR

PRIVATE 2-YEAR

PROFIT-MAKING ,

VOCATIONAL

OTHER

'632,11:1
559' 1 893 'I

544,Z9. 4 739,03
-/* -

1440,4.5 I 1687,50
193 "1 671 *1

964,73 I 9.72.53

4 I,, 885,26 I 1h43,35 I
-'1. 108

59246 I 914,83.1.
I ; .1

1 1406,41 I 1521,13 I.

1 I 98 I

I 6,11- I' 92?,'26 1

- 1 w

6, I 861;11.8 I 287,82 1.
I 53 .1

1 346,60 I

I 1

7 2;77,10 I

I .5 1

I 26,82 1

. ./
CCLUMNTOTAL. 920,19

1460
726,27

'13 1

122,59 1
7 - 2

1,346,86

1233,1 I

1h12,711-''
'3244-
867,44

471.92
5".-4 I

515.10 I

ROW'.

90;42
27 a1

682,47

'1506
666,41

1899.95 I 1772,41
,949 I 1813

1209.69 :1 1112,14-
I

1361.86, I 1078,26
160.

926.86 I - 891,30

1494.31 1 1451,25
6 I "218.

89.68 I . 755,53'
---
0.30 I Z51-, 0)

0 -I. 65
0.32 I 542,39

I

2153.52 I 1123,47
3 l' . 14

2361.51.1 1376,50
Ia

1469,88 1121,35
1853 2 6557

1090.24 935,4

216



TABLE B -17
P

.

v (Average Grant ter Scholarship Aid ,Received by 1972-73
Entering Full-Time Freshman Grant Recipients . -

by Median Familyinccee at Postsecondary Institution
and - Institution Type and Corardl

Ih5T TYPE

MEDIAN FAMILY INCOME

MEAN I ..
a0tiNT I UNDER $ 7,50Q - $10,500 - RQW

STD Otkr 1'871-500 ,s10,5qa $is,000, TOTAL
2 I 3 1

I 1.

PUBLIC ,4 -YEAR

PUBLIC 2-YEAR

PR IVA E is-YEAR
70.

PRIVATE 2-YEAR

1 61i,,, .r 1.20.9 I 702.05 I -640,60

r 284
.1

.2936 I 567 .1 ., 1788

I 517sW7 1 523;9,0 I 531.53 1 -'516,32
I-, A 1 1

378100 1 479.55 382%54 I2 I 1

I 283 1 415 1

-. 1 376,22 I :41,04,/
.

- 1
894,62 I 105P,98 I

143 I -'151PI /

637;27.1 793',69 II- -7,-1 - -'11

659,21 J 539,56 I 711.74 I
1'.. I . 67 1 23 I

'J39, 22 447,411 3&2.,5 I

436,92'.

., 20 t 717
32.8.15 I 416,43.

.

I

1417,61 I
.. 743 / 1,398
1280.31 I -- 970,20

898,C13 1 - ,382,32 I

PROFIT- MAKING 23 1

I ,.531_136

6 1 .254,77 I

VOCATIONAL I '43
I

._

_
92,58 I

.1 I

7 1
0 0,00 I-

'OTHER I 0 I

r g,00 I
.

;r1 1

CCLUMP TOTAL
,

576,.61
753 1

539.124

32 I,

672.63.1
- I

75,30 1%
2

0,00 1

187ri7 1

6
430,30I'

6%8,48
1965

'217

595182'
124

421,08
71

0.80'' / 801:189
1 I 53'

3.20 I 635,05

0.20l!
3 I 8

0.00 I _%415,15

12:-1
152-2:1Y I 807.37 21%:',

-3 1.

1531.7`7 I .942,33

I
1092,11 07,50-1

1359 4077 ;

946,37 762,18'

0

s
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thST. TYPE

1'4BL IC -4-YEAR
-

.4"

.

TABLE B-18

'Average Earnings Received by 1972-73
Entering Full-Time' Freshman lob Hofer* .

by Median Family Income at Postsecondary Insptution
and Institution Type and Control /_,

i;

MEDIAN FAMILY INCOME

MEAN I
=NT UNDER' 7,$00 - $1.0,500 -

8k Oril $ 7,500 $10,500 $15,000-
1 -j 1 I 2 I '!-3..

22e

P.1.18LIC 2-YEAR

PRIVATE 4-YEAR

'PRIVATE 2-YEAR

t PRO-FIT-MAKING

VOCAT 10/ AL

OTHER
c

I 288;1!4 I

1- .

2 I- 402,46 I

I 296 I

1 306,97 I

.1 . I

3 I 532,14 I

`99 I

I 542,51 I

- I

416,, '8

521 I

364,38-

391:23 I

496-

482, 57''I

127c50
293 I

,07.15
-I ..

4 1222,Z0 445,07 I

I 1 I .23 I

4 1 8,34 I 166,4 1
_

5 1 438,98 1 :f;75,73

I, . 28 12 I

1 342,25 I 541,29 I

. 7.

6.
I 751,9'6 257,21 I

I 43 -. 9 1

I 524,62 1 146,82s I

7 .I 217,10 I

5 J,
I- 26,82

.1,

47Z/44
692

36(1'178/

COL-UPN TOTAL

I
1

ROW
. TOTAL

Z62;24 '1 417,11
272 I - 1013 s .

241.83 I. 322,14

254.75 "I .389109i-

- 37 I 829
204.2 I- 418,-9-8

I

424,79-1 ".440,65

327 1 .719
482.18.1 463.18

--
434.25 I-

17 I

557.03.1
I

29f.99
3 I

. 182.49

353,62 1 0.00 I

41 ZI
612,42

1 0.001
---- I

j -s414,48 389.02\
1384 655
23,33 389.56

21S

391.14

j68141:9

'553.88
63

-465,40

663.93
52

498,43

524,24
. 9

520,23

422.05

403 ,35."
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TABLE B-19 ,

-.
,

"'Average LoartrWeived-by:,-I972-79 ' .,

Entering Full-lime Fteshmin Loan Recipients
by Media?- Family Income at Postsecondary Institution

and Institution Type andContraal A.'"

. ...

e

)

MEDIAN FAMJLY INCOME
,--- :.-- I t

z

MEAN 1

1 $ 7,560
*COUNT I UNDER $`7,5`00 - $10,500 =

igW510- QQED AL$1o;500 $15,000 T

. , 1 1, -? I 3, I
-." 1-it,ST TYPE . I , I I. l'.t

1* 1 848t66 I 733,7,4 F. 876.14 1,;:- 791.36
P118LIC 4 -YEAR I 239. I 529 -I- 317 , I 1055

, _. 1 5,53 I 3a9.21 / -513;19 I 462,76-

2 1 7821'0. I 766, 133 8 1I11.1--5u0`-f-clin I 770,42
1 I

PUBLIC 2-YEAR I 97 1 1 2 I 282
,

/ 472,94 It 523155 1 0.30 I 50348
"I I ,- I .. It' --I

v_3 / 514,.00 I 1070,19 I 1066.23 I' 1043,42
'PRIVATE t4 -YEAR I - . 98 I (.085 I 528 I 1011

* I 507,02 /- 51)5426 / 707.93 f 639,60
... .1 1 /x-i_ I

4,-,; I 1339,37 I 1.q0,91.1 -1241.27 I -1291.12
PRIVATE 2-YEAR 1

. 6 I 41 1 12 I 58
r. 813,24 I 990,80. I - c553..47 I- 889,49

t/

.1 ..- - -' I .... / 1'.,
P 5 I 1338,1,4 I 1550.31.1-47-1356:35.1 "1343,85

PROFIT-MAKING 1 91 1 69 I 6 I 166
P.44. I ti44,d9 I 4a4,62 4 2 9.69 I 511,04

0 ..1 ...: 1
,.. I 1

,-... 6 1 779,49 1 273,0C I .30 1 ' 733.04
..._, C.

VOCATIONAL 1 12 I 1 I .0 I 13
I 453,15 r zloi I 0.30 1 453,78

me 7 I 0100 I 50040 I 1300.20 I 940,44

OTHER I id I 1 1 1 1

I- 3,00 I 3,00 I
2

0.00 I 5244-59*
I a, I I- -"--/ I `1

COLUtiN TOTAL 9.02 r 1!.5 9Z1;69., 1000.35 , __M....22',
.4. 512 1189 . : 866 :- 2567

..

-- _... a 556 M3 540,83 .': 645,47 58204

1 r

213

1
4

4

ari

4.
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TABLE B-20.-

Average Benefits Received by 1172-73
Enterin url-TimeTrishman -Beneficiaries-

by Median-Famil at Postsecondary Institution
and Institution Type_and =Control

.# a

C

-MEDIAN FAMILY INCOME .'.

lokallili , MEAN 1 , , " .
2 COURT 4 _UNDER $ 7,500 - $10,500

STO VEY I $ 7,500 . ._$,10,500 $15,000
1 ' 1 I I... -. 1 3 1 .

., IltSi TYPE
, I .

I- - 1 I

1 I 98712'3 I .',',0195 F 7.96'.48 I 826,80
- 33 ,138 I Si. -) I . 257

,,. I '18.1.47 I 643,40 I 655,3:5 I 694,00
___

/ 2 [ '647,08 1 647.37 I 1220.94 /*- 665',95

PUBLIC 22-YEAR I 79 1 113 1 6, I 199

1 . 634,5-9 I 664,13 I- 749.66 1 659,70

tiOw
TOTAL

-PUBLIC 4-YEAR

0 .

1 : I L, - 1

. 3 '- 1212T. 1 43."6,6.4,1 £062.48 I 11461.75:

PRIVATE 4-YEAS 1 I_ 50- I 41. 1 105
86-5,07 I 1:152,34 1 773.61 I 975146

./ I 1-
,

I. 300,00 -I 1087,87 1 1115.00 I 972,43
I 3- 1 ' 13 I. 3 1 19

0.,..00 I 635,76 1 0.14 1 602,20

5 I 1074,67`1 1132;95 I 0..00 1 1095,70
I to I- 6 1 3 I 16-

I 398135 I 217,26- I' 0.30 I 336,72
-I -.I I *I

6 1 370,74 I 353,30\ I Ø.-3.0 I 365,.90

I
7 .1 . 4

I

3 1 9

/ 346,86 I . 340 I, . 0.30 '1, '298,00
../.. -: ---- ...-I- ----- -;--/-_, ----- / - , ,

I a..000 I 1980,00 I 0.00 I 1980,00
1-' 0_ I , A. I . 0 1 - . 1

I 010
"1

PRIVATE 2-YEAR

.

PROFrr:MAKING

VOCAtiONAL

OTA,R.
I 1,27 1 0,00 I ,1,27
I- --. - .1 1

CCLUPti T -OTAL' 796,14 k!2.611:5 "936.96 - .. 836,14
151 323, 131 605

743,90 767,7i 701,94 747,80

o

1
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TABLE, 8 -21

Average Total. Aid Received by 1972 -73

Entering Full-Time-Freshman. Aid Recipients
by Median Achievement/Ability Score at Postsecondary, nstitution

i . and Institution Type and Control

c

r MEDIAN SAT SCORE

DEAN I
COUNT

,

/ UNDER 800 -- 950 - OVER

STO °EV I
800 950 1,100 1,100

I i I 3 I 4 I

1NST TYPE w _ I. . ..._.I _ ., . I'- - I I

1 I 130111.15, I 90147 I 899.10 I 1211.41 I 95.70
PUBEic 4-YEAR* / 364' I . 611 <I 1960 I 499 r ' 3441

I 711.4 I 641,83 I 663.00 I 1199197 I 773,44
:-/---- -.---..../

2 1 484.98 I 632.28 I 439.5u I 0,00 1. 617176

ROW
TOTAL

PlirLIC 2-YEAft
I

143' I 1,603 I 'r 21 I . 0 I 1767`

I 378123 I 655,48 11 577.51 f . 1,00 1 638,05

i;4.4...,...1-.7.-.--IY.c.---,.. / - , , 1 .

3 t 1495,00 I 1417.'35 I 1704,55- I 1966,21 I .4723.0.5 .

DIVATE 4-YEAR I 98 I 3340 I) 11120 I '.. 546 I 1999
/ 913,14 I 947,45 I .991.-92 I 1366,87 f 1112.79

3t...,-,....,...1--_-.;."4-4.:-j.
4 / 839,80,1 1090.83 I, 724:89 1 0,00 I 1044,02

'PRIVATE 2-YEAR 1 14 I. .149 I *1.3 I 0 I 176

L.' 521194 I 890,58 I '727,54 t :0,00 I.- 877,58
,/. - ; --- ..,./ , ,. . .,,, 1 I , I i

. 5 I 1227,58 r 1052,26 I 2014.28 I 0,00 I /261,84-

PROFIT-MAKING I* 439 I 18 I - 25 I 0 I 482
... .-

I 791,46 r -403,12 I 1180.8.2 I 0,00 I 823#44

6 I 912,80 1 94,08 I 4 -0.00 1 0,00 I 884,94

I 236 -I 14 I 0' I 0 I 252
I 7191-j3 1 258,00 I 0.00* I 0,00 I 707,62'

7 / 119e12 I 156-1,68 I 1511.39 I
0,00

I 963i22

I -103 'I 4. I 8 I 0. I .115

VOCATIONAL
4

Hy

t 706,94 I 1435,17 I 1322,48 I.

COLUMN TOTAL 1029,38 41740 1175.72
139ii 2743 300

770,36 755,74 885017-.

221

I 804,80
--,-/

1616,2(
' 1045
130.15

1087131-
8233
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TABLE 8-22

Average Grant or SchoIrshIp Aid Received by 1972-73
Entering Full-TiFrte Freshman Grant Recipients

by Median Achlevemera/Ability Score at5Tostsecondary Ins t rtution

,1 and. Institution Type and Control

MEDIAN SAT SCORE

'mgAN
COUNT I UNDER 800 - 950 OVER

810r0v, 1 800 950 1,100 1,100

11%57 TYPE - --L.,L11 - I 1

1. I 586,V3 I --619,56 I 618.42 1 ..968,33

PUBLIC, 11-Y.EAR 238 , I _383 I 1251 I 352

I 394;50 I 467v15 I 515.89'1 1281,49
ele;ee-t.e.,e1 e .. I* 1 - -T1"

a t 329,74 r 437,97 I ..180,41 j 0,00

TiP1! ,

tOTAC

I 670,48
/ 2224
I

I

692,61

I 426,59,

>;,... PUBLIC;27YEAR. e- 1 47_ I , 752 I 16 I 0 1

1 225,71
I

, .110;?1, I 123.76 1 0,00-1
;1....,-,___,.. wl v . .../ - I -, 1

-3 1 1018,64 1 889,27 I. 110614 I 1557,87 I

PRIMTELF-Y.6R. I 60 I 208 I -.803 I 438 1

.. .: I 801,25 I 678,67 I 793.86 1 1225,43 1
31.11:..4in .1 ..11 e : ..I -'I

, . 4. I 662,45 I W,27 1 374.,55 1- 0,00 1PRIVATE2-.-YEAR1 , i 1- 97 I. 0 A' 0 1
I 372,76 I ±kEllge( ! 333.60 I 0,00 I

a ;pi- ; I -- -I I r_
.

. 5 I 592,28 I 1304187 t 79,-.45 I 0,00 {
PROFIT-MAKING. I' 108 1 7 I 8 I 0 I

C001 574.57 I 137,27 I 220.82 1 I
I I'11 .t I m-10 . I

6 1 544,21 I 156,62 1
VOCATIONAL I 73: I 8. I

564,61 I 98,30 I

or 2
7 I 809,16 I 300,00 1-

. 1 53 :I '' 3 IOTHER
1 :645134 I 0,00

fa

coLuim TOTkl.* 627,51, 564;90
583 1456'

,499,09.,

.

222

0.00 /
1 I

0% 00 I
4,

1093.05 I
4 I

1307...73 I

-
802.24
2095

600.8'0

815
402,67

1204,24,
1509

956,57

140 A 4
, 11,6

412,89

632,58
123

554,79

0,00 1 512,54
0 1 77

0,00 1 551,80
4

0,00 1 800,29
0 / 60

0,00 0509
I

1295.2'9
789

1283,84

790,444
.4923
793,20



'TABLE 8-21

c f
-Average Earnings Received hY1572,73

. -.Entering Fu lir-Time Freshman Job Holders

by Median'AChievement/Ability Score at Postsecondary institution

.and Institution Type and Control

t MEDIAN SAT SCORE

MEANI ..

UNDER 800 - 950 -
COUNT I

800 950 1,1,00
STD OEV I .

- - I . 1 I 2 1 ., "3
rhsT TYPE 19

_ .-__
w "I-i- . I

433,98 I 453 f 36 1 408.20
PUBLIC -YEAR 1

I

I 152 I -- 199 1 718
.

OVER ;i0W :
1,V00

_TOTAL
a - I -
I ,.. I

I . 381,83,1 41,4,10

I 177 i 1246
I 31600 I 291,7211 344.34' I 349,17 j 3341.12

=
t

2 I 367453 I -38i.23 I 363.91
PUBUC 2-YEAR I 81 I 894 4 . 8 I.

I 324:82 r 90,25 i 305,71 I

3 / 590.41 I 497 39 /

0,b0 I 380186
--0 I- -\ 983

0,00-/ 412'q2
/

471.65 I 356,04. j. (-460:83
PRIVATE 4-YEAR - I I , .: 144 I 417 / .' .173 I ,) 8712

A ,I 395f01 I 141:15 1-. -562.4A I 309:23 1 489,85
;1...... ..... I ._. ,,.. , / ., .!

I

4 I -300A0 I 3,90,08-I' '400,10 I . 0900 I .%366,14
PRIVATE 2-YEAR

I 3 I -40 4 5 I I- I . 4a
I 0,23 I 490,11 I --- 6.0.0,1 0,00 1 358134_

/...:....,.,./...........4-/ . -1 . L

/ 571,41 I 498.21 51 51.85 I '0,00_1 , 583,98
I 144 1 12 I .17 I- ' 0 I .173
1 569198 I 426113 1 664.44 1 040 f 571,13

..

.'6 I, 5,1187 r, 262,76 I . 0.00.1 -0,00 t. 56406'
VOCATIONAL ' . -I 82 I 10 I 0 I '0 I. ' 97

.

C
-

.1 .:56.71§9 I 42,14 / 0.00 I,

.7 j . 232,34 I e-153,62 I 0.10 I 0,00 4 290,73
Tnmst

- 1 41 I 4 i 0 L. 0- I , 46

I .197,68 1 Al2,4.0 1-

PROEFT7MAKtNG

4

0;00 I 547,55

/
MUNN YOT4,L. 4851§.1 4e9411

566 1323
431173 409,68-e,

't

2,00 I _....:0,00 I ;14171

435;54 349111 .426'07
1165 -350- 3404

441,54 329,85 421,89-

.

0.
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'.1AISLE .8-24

. Average Logo Received by 1972 -73
Enterfrm,full-Time Freshman Loan Recipients ,

by Median Achievement/Ability Score at Postsecondary knstitution
and Institution Typeand Control

I4 AN

0

MEDIAN SATSCORE

UNDER' 800, -
COUNT I 800 9508TO BEV I

*
1 1 I g I

w__........;/_;__....../......_,; /

1 '1 897,23 1 ,8.17198 I

PUBLIC 4-YEAR - - i 152 i 2j6 I

. '1 570;42 I 463,97 /
/....,z ----- ./ ;

2 1 , 443.50,1 777,19 I
'PUBLIC 2-YEAR

550 -
1,i00

3

777.7
699 1

119.eiti

754,0. I

OVER
1,100

4

769,58
201 I

462,83
I

0,00 I

14 / 267 I 4 I 0 l
303,8 513,14 1 57.10 I 0,00 I

%I- = 1.
1 844,18 I 1038,07/' 1050.25 I 1050.87

548 II 319 I
579,10 1 780,35 I

I

10e0.0? I 0,00
3 1 0 I

0.00'1, 0.00 I

-1

162#.19 I

19 1

513.26 I

PRIVAT 4-YEAR 1 46 I 15§ I

I 450 51 I 499 70 t
1

_ t ,

4 / 1360$00 I, 1?97,54
I . 2 I 55 1

0100 I, ?11.6.3 I

- /

9. 1 1850'958 I 1118,594
.256 6 /

I 565,4 T-. ..166141a I.

PRIVATE 2 -YEAR

PROFit-MAKING

VOCATIONAL

OTHER

-

r

I 411709 I. 270,00 I
I 1 t
I 388,37 r 0.17 I.

0I -- 4 . 4-1

.7 1 11031,33 I 0,00

1 3§ I 0 /

I
)

420,06 I 45,00
/

GOLUmN TOTAL 1119,02 890091
593 703

568,77 558,83

224

I

0.00 I

0 I

0.00 I
..,' 1

140.83 I
5 I

94.541

910.41 942,30
r 1277 . 520
520.28 688,96

4%!

T0f41,

797,60
1268

455,76

760,40
285

506,16

1039,71
'.1072
61,89c

1284.62
59 ,

880,41

0,00 I 136491
0 I 280

0.100 I 563;72
I

0,00'1. 1105,64
0 66

0,00 38,31
I

0,00-1 1080,89
0 1 44

0,00 I 418,13
I

951,33
3095

575,44
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TABLE

Average Benefits Received by 1972-73
Entering Full -Time Freshman Beneficiaries.

- by Kedjao Achievement /Ability Score at Postsecondary Institution
and Institution Type and Control

MEAN I
UNDERCOUNT /

Sip 0EV j 800

MEDIAN SAT SCORE

800 - 950 - OVER
.950 1,100 1;100

1 I 2. I . 3
..s>svf //FT_ ,......;/ ; .1.....I

, '1 I 580,59 I 760156 4 90147
PUBLIC 4-YEAR I . 40 'I 69 I 166

I 466,16 l' 42641 r 827..97
;I

2 I

I 1 4 /

I - 1

I 1059,05 I

I 40 /

I `42a, 3z I

'692,60 I §54115 0.00 I 0,00 I 658,30
25 -I 207 I - 0 I 0 I 232PUBLIC 2-YEAR

PRIVATE 4-YEAR.

P IVATE 2-YEAR

PROFIT=MAKIHq

VOCATIOH4L

.` OTHER .

ROW
TOTAL

849143
317,

683,86:

5

cOLUMN'TOTAL

I

396,22 1 65245 I 0.00 'I 0,00 I 628,99
1. - w - - -c. / I : .. I

991,10 I 1350.95 I ,1264.45 I 367,40 1 1146154
12 I 32 I 62 I 15 I 12/

446/73 I 771/42 I '.1076.89 I 361.29 j "934176
14............,w/ 's 1 I I

/ 676,13 4 .426-419 i 0.00 1 1'00,1 8 48,52

I. 7i ) 16ITAFI B i...... 23

I 758,76 I 555.47 I 6.'00 I

'I-. 7 71 7.. -4 g I v w1

I 1192,4 I .°,00 4 0.00 I

1 3? 1 0 I 0 I

.1 6191c.11: i 0.00 I 0,00 I

. I I -.%' I

0.00 II 934,68 I

. 32 I

I 853,95

1 500,00

I .
L i I

552,32 I,
6 I

416.23 I

1980100 Ii
I 0,12 1 1,27 1 0.00 I

I

858,72 758,66 999,24
157 331 230

641/87 649.98 913.80

0l00 I.. I
618,78

,0100 I 1192164
0 I 39

0100 / 6,19161
I

oloo 1 870,24
0- 1 o'

0.00 I. 0,00

040 I 0,00
0 1 0

0,00

65,38
55 773

509,21 734,70

I 38
I 805,85

I 1167,49
I . 2
i 979,04

858,17
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TABLE,B-26

Average Total Aid Received by 1972-73
Entering- Full-Time Freshman Aid Recipients

by institution Tuition Dependence
and Institution Type and Control

TUITION AS SHARE OF INSTRUCTIONAL
-suaGET

'MEAN I
COUNT I UNDER 20 20 TO 60

STO 0EV I PERCENT PERCENT

I . 1 I . 2
11451 TYPE m ..-./ ; .., ei . . '

1 / 980,9 I 955,98
.-PUBLIC 4-YEAR," 1 630 I 2321

' I ..,8870 I 758,11

2 I 649,29 I 6_16,09
-riUBEIC:2-YEAR 1- 1006 j 520

I - 696,78_1" 597,Z7

OVER
PERCENT

1

j
I

60

3 I

--.-.1
I .__1043- 78

R614

TOTA.g.

.11.

966_ ,4'8

I 202 I 3152
I 744,,88 I 784,87

I' 527.05 I 629,75
I 120 1 1646
I 420.17 I 650.35

;/...-:, ---- -/--_,-,---/__ ----- -,--/

3PRIVATE -YEAR
705,33 I

4
I . 15 I

1007,16 I

PRIVATE 2-YEW 4
0,00 1-

r
g 1

I ` 0,08 I

;

PROFIT-mAKING_
/ 0,100 I

I 0 /

I. 0,00 1

/
481198 7

I

I 273,41,0. I

al
7 1 3780,0 I

1. I1

,80 I

- ; - -

Musk TOTAL 7711,41
1660.

795,i3

"1738,82 1740-.19 I

C

I

269 I

1289,47 I

1125,09 I

1681
1077.09

1044,67

.1727,92
I .1965
I 2111,18

I 100_,11
32 I 133 I 1,6 7. '

736,97 I. 908,36 I 876,60
1

1004,00 I 1462.55 f,1453 v62
4 I 193 19/

.0111 I 777:00 I .772,06. -
I I

!65,23 833,89 r.--==.751,85

.

7 53 I 69
259,49 I 555,58 I 524,21

Jr

'300:00 I 1163,08
1. I 13 .15

-0,08 1 115.7.70 I 1302,28

9641 50 153,27' 1110,96
3154
834,69

62397
1050.44

226

7212
955,05



.

O

TABLE 8-27

Average Grant or Scholarship Aid Received by 1972-73,
Entering Fult=Time Freshman-Grant Recipients

by*Institution Tuition Dependence,
and Institution Type and Control

4

zN A
--r

TUITION AS SHARE OF INSTRUCTIONAL
BUDGET

.

MEAN I

,
.

COUNT I UNDER/20 20 TO 60 oyER 60
-.71fROOTAW1."0 OEV I PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT

1 1 1 2 71 3 I

Ils-81 * ;/....417.....e.,/-,-*-._:..! ------_,-.1
,

1 1' 772.24-1 §.59.05 I 603.51 I . 677,13
PWIL It it-YEAR r as§ 1 1521 I 712a-- -I 2037

I 882,43 I 677,44 I 482,49 I 712.33
;Iw ; p- iss - -s -- / .°' I

PUBLIC 2 -YEAR 2 1 465.15 I 40.41 I 308.51 I 430.79
I 433 I 270 I 65 I 768

I
405,76 I 361,08 I 235.33 I 421,60

I., / _ . . .
. / . - -I -

PRIVATE 4-YEAR e I 594,.88 I 1284.25 1 1211.77 I, 1205,58'
1 7 I 189 1 1297 1 1492
7 51t§5 1 1206.94 I 915.49 1 956.25

mlww:wwwwwvI-.w, w : I , I .
PRIVATE 2-YEAR '4 I 0.0, I 702.51 I 558.57 1 599.81

I 1 § I . .32 I 80 1 112
I 0.0 1 -483,05 I ,371 .56 I 409.-65

vr / ww..;,-.-w-.014"iw.e.,-..-:rww j ,.. i

5 I O: ?"3 I 13:00,02 1 _78 .5.41 I 8024,3
I

I 4 / 45 I 49

I OM I 0411 D 682.75 I 657-117

I. ; *=1 ../.. w e I .., ...I

VOCATIONAL 6 I 300.-20 -I 100.00 1 175..58 1

V 2 I -.4-- I
I '005 1 141 I 116.:4 14

,7,1*-4,--,...,..,*i-.7.-,,..,./ i * +1
7 1 0.50 I 300.00 1 901.97 / 807.37

I 0 1 1 1 7 1 *8, I 014 I, 0.08. 1 10.07.43 I 942.33
4 /..-:...-Wwiw1 ... .. w wl,

cOLUI4N_ TOTAL :8091,53 674(05 1,071.6821; -829 al
705-142 432157 , 886.24 '81:7,:25

829 - 2021

PROFIT - MAKING

166.13
13'

103,70



Average Earnings Received by 1972-73
Entering ime Freshman Job Holders

by Insti tut ion Tuition Dependence

and Institution,,Type_and Control
ify

TUITION AS SHARE OF INSTRUCTIONAL
BUDGET.

f MEAN IC:
COUNT I UNDER 20 20 TO 60 -OVER 60

.

. STD ani I, PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT .

s / 'I 1 1 2 1 . 3 I
LNST TYPE ...._:.--,-,1,

1 /* 460,23 I ±12,24 I 419,59 1PUBLIC 4-YEAR I .- 261 1 831 1 56 1
/...

1 338,03 j 442,28 I 277.11 1

1 395,84 1 430,63 r ' 498.42 1
I 593 1 . 266 I 1_ 55i 1
I 4581,9 / 245,42 I 453.61 I

.
;I

* -' =-,.4.,. v../ ../ s.- /

3 I 137, 53 1 i$616.4 -I 4(36.35 1PRIVATE 4-YEAR -- I
6. I 134 "1. 651 I

I 53,4 I. 542,60 1 477.48 1

. PRIVATE 2-:YEAR. 4 I 0100' I 359, 49 I ., 409,12 1

0 I 16 c-:I 29' 1

0,00 1 . 177,11 4 443(93 I

".1..._.-.-.7,--/--..----...../.

0,00 I 0,00 _549,28 A
1 -

0 1 0 1 61 I.
L-'g 0#0 1 0100 /- 472.05 1

ittw-l'4"..9n I '. " I

VOCATIONAL 6 1 273,49 1 250,00 1 742.61 1

1 5 1 4 I 44 1

1 58,31 I -0,03 4 _-501.21 I

41 - I
, 1

_ .1

7 I .1800, 00 I 0 00 I 354.87 I

1 1 1 - p / 8 1
I 0,00 I 0,00 t 176.63 1;144-,-,- 1 . I , . 1

4144'39 !.1,26 4'60,13
867 1252 904

426,55 355,93 468.39

-

PUBLIC 2-YEAR
2

.I
I

PROFIT-MAKING I

ETHER

9OLUI4N TOTAL

ROW
TOTAt*

40,52
1148

318,74

383.04
915

409,41

457,92
:791

490,68

391.14
45

368,19,

549,28
61

472,05

654,94
54

489,68

524,24
9

520,23

426,74
= 3023
413,05



.MEAN 1

COUNT ;UNDER 20 20 TO 60 OVER.. 60.--

STD 0EV !PERCENT PERCENT' PERCENT

' -1 I 2 I 3 I

'.":1. ' : ,1 . . .". 1" . . 1

I. 686; 82 1 7.39,35_1 1099,82 1
1 208 1 926 I 83 I

I 390.68 I 447..09 1 , 618.51.1

2 i 757,72 I 839,27 I 415.0 1
1 142 i 113 1 , 13'' 1

1 461,16. 1 556,42 1 288,16 L

3- /. 772,39 I 968,31 1 1049,65 1

I 6 I

I 271,41- I

I f,:0, 00 I

I 0 I

;.I.

5 I 0,00 I 0;00 I

I 0 1 0 I

1 0,00 I 0,00 1

6 I
0I00

I

270,00 /

I 0 .' 1. I

I 0100 I 0,07 I

TABLE 8-29 '14-

Average Loans Received by 1972-73'
EnteringsFull-Time Freshmaoltoan Recipients

by Institution-Tuitionaependence
. and Institution Type and Contr61

TUITION AS SHARE OF INSTRUCTIONAL
BUDGET

ihST TYPE -

PUBLIC 4-YEAR

PUBLIC 2-YEAR

PRIVATE 4-YEAR

'Pki-VAtE 2-YEAR

PROFIT- MAKING

VOCATIONAL

OTHER

1132 I 4 I

529,76./ 647.9267 /

---I
982,48 I 1339.38 I

8 I 5.0 I

OM I 267,66'1 943.35 I

..8 ; 1

1358.54 1

146 L

517.56- 1
I

779.9 J
12 I

450.15
I

7 I 0,00 I
0,00 I 1169,0 I

0 I 4 I 1' '4 1

1 0,00'1 0.00 I 475,47 I

/. .....
COL 14N TOT*L . 717,22 §15,73 1092..44

348 1160 1231
471105420,4 634.51

2

ROW
TOTAL

794,13
1189

461,19

77578.: 2 1
041,13

1033,07
1062

'633..53

1291,12
58,

889.49,

1358,54
A 146
517186'

.733,04
13-

-45;178

1169;10
4

473;47'

927.59
2739

576,09



TABLE 8-30-

Average Benefits Receiveerby 1972 -73
Entering Full-Time Freshman Beneficiaries

by institution Tuition Dependence
and Institution Type.and Control

TUI4TON_AS SHAREI.OF INSTRUCTIONAL
BUDGET

MEAN I .

COURT' j UNDER 20 ZO TO 60 OVER 60 ROW
STO 0EV I PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT TOTAL

I 1 F ? I 3 1 -

I'M TYPE- ft vp-I ;
I -_ wi

-J

i I 999,11 I 8;31, 88w I 805.56 I
PUBLIC 4-YEAR

I 6- I 197 1 23 1
I 871,56 §33027 I 06.53 I

;11.,;-,..,..,i I 1.,

L' 724 9-8 I 5-70,54 I 490,10 I
1 141 I 49 I 21A /
I 76018 I 192,02 I 145.67 I4Ift.40....,...,../.- v

PUBLIC 2 -YEAR

. ,

PRIVATE 4AR 3
1

1 511,
30

1

1 0,00 1
7I.,.;. ,.. 1

'PRIVATE 2 -YEAR 4 '' I 0,00 1

-77,....

1/1211.A1
18 1

1248;20 1-

- I

0,00 I
I 0 I .0 , /

13

19 I ..19
I 0,0 I 0,00 I 602.20'1 602;20

.., ... /

PROFIT- MAKING 5 i 0,00.1 ''' -L0,00

v
-1086.03 I 1086,03

0 I 0 I- r" 14 I. .- 14
I 0,00 I ' 0,00 I 351.42-1 351.42mi., ; - .1, _, I- , ., -I
I 425,16 I. ?00,00 I 299.46 I 02,44
I 5 I 2 I I 11
I 420'175 1 0.15 I '57.07 I 340110 -

ut' ; - -I **-4' 1 , -.1

OTHER_
..-7

I 1980,004 0,00 1 0.00 I 1980e00,.
I -1 I _ 0' 1 0 -i I.'

1 .
1 -%,27 I :0f001 0,00.1 1,27

U10 4 TN,- ,. . .. i
I ,

,COLUMN TOTAL. 797;c3 fj22,23 924,74 841126
219 266 , 177 662

793,98- 686:16 721,37. '733,45

104349T
859440 I

.1
972.43 I

844,66
281

684,91

.668,38
220

641,41

113,59
116

9f0,85

972,43

- atIATIONAL

b 230



# ,TABLE B -31

Average Total Aid Received by 1972-73
Entering Full-Time Freshman Aid.Recipients

by'Institution Dependence on Goverhment Revenue
and institution Type and Control

GOVERNMENT REVENUE AS SAARE-0E_
INSTRUCTIORAL BUDGET

MEAN I UNDE 20 20 TO 60
COUNT I PERCENT, PERCENT

STO OEV
I

I

I
I

I

PUBLIC 2-YEAR I

-IASI TYPE .

PUBLIel -YEAH

PRIVATE 4-YEAR

PRIVATE 2-YEAR

PROFIT-MAKING

VOCATIONAL

OTH ER

MON

c

3

1 .1 '2 I

1043175 I 1005,36 I

202 I, 490 I

743;a8 14 725,37
I

5391.20
I 550,79 I

104 I. <37
I 42%13.1

361,61

OVER 60
.PERCENT

3 I

I

952.39 I

z2460
799.08 I

- --I
637.91 I
1505 I

668.15 I

1 1736,78 I 1110,59 I. 1589;0' I

L. 1931 I 29 I 6.-1

1 1115.§1 I 449,17 I 1129.09
;/._;-_..., / -._r I . /

4 I 1077,34 I 524,09 I 0.00 I
I 162 I '' 5 I 0 I

J. 880,59 I 561,62 I 0.00 I

;RI .
1- .. . i / . - -I

5 I 1462,55 I -7,-_-0-30 I 100,00 I
I 193 I 0 I -4 I

1.. 777,00 I .0,00 I 0.11 1.
;I - - =- - - - .,I- v I - I4

6 I 833,89 I qaxl 1 474.08 1
I 53 I 0 I 16 I

I 555,58 I 00110 I 258.00 I

7 I 1041,10 I' 0,00 I 1850,99 I
I '* 113 I 0 '1 -7 2-1
1 1157,70 I 0,00 I 2259.181

lei-, It 71.1.*. I_ Mr /

TOTA!. . 1555,81 976,66 ., 833.58
561 3992

079,91 704,16 168.43'

231

ROW
TOTAL

96-6,:18

3152
784,87

629,75
1646

650,35'

1727,92
19-65

1/11,15

1060,11
167

876,60

1453,62
?I17

12)4,06

751,85
69

524,21

1163.08

1302,28,

Ve10,96-
7212

955,05

o.-



.r. . TABLE' 13.:.32

Average Grant Or SdholarAle Aid Received try 197 =73 -
Enterin'4,-guli-TIme Freshman Grant Recipients

by -Institution Dependence on Governrroent4evenue
.... antrInstitutiOn Type and Control

C

GOVERNMENT REVENUE AS SHARE OF-
INSTRUCTIONAL BUDGET

- MEAN 1
COUNT I UNDER 20 . 20 TO '60 OVER 60

.$70. OEV I PERcEFIll PERCENT " PERCENT

1 I 2 I '3,

ttitT TYPE ,"
I f5.95126 t 678.99

Pli8E-IC 4-YEAR

-PUBLIC 2-YEAR

1 I §03,81 I

1' 128 I 359. 1 1550
482,39 I

2 I 31§,§2
01* 54. 4:

I 268-,93;I. vf
3 1 1209,25 I

ROW

TOTAL
I '

I "677,13
I 2037

.557,08 I . 758,64:1 712133
1,, ,/ ...- 1:
473,07 I 439.e6 I' 430,79

16' 1 694 1 768
197,49 1 423.81 I 4.11:,60 ',
.

- I ..1.,-
'923;70 / 1100,00 1 (i2051

PRIVATE -YEAR 1 .147.1 I 15 I.
I 9610.2 V 4491,40 I 0.00

614:02 I 203475 I 0.00 I
10a I 4 I. 0' I

/ 409,18 I 146,64 I 0.00 I

4
PRIVATE 2-YEAR

PROFIT- MAKING L

VOCATIONAL

.s

OTHER

3 I 1492

is me r A W .f I - w I* '
5 1 785/51- I 0,00 I 10.00.00 I

I 45' I 0 . I 4 r
I 682',75 I 0,001 0.11 I-

I I

osop I' 156.62_1
0 I 6 I

0100 I 98,10 I
,/.......-...,-.1-.......-..-T-,./----.---T=-L

7 / 901197 1 0,00 1 300.00 I

.1 7 I . 0 I 1 I

/ 4007,431 04.0 I - -. 4.08 r

6 I 17558- I'
I- 6
I .114,84 1

,-.1 ,....,..,...!1-... .., -1

COLON TOTAL 1087199 1,66 , 604.78
1823 397. . 2258

924.05 546,13 .- 680:86

.
23Z

956/25

699/87 -
44.2.

409,65

802,03
49

657,77.,

1660:3
13

103,70"

807,32
8

942,33

809,21.
4479
843,40
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TABLE B-33.

Average Eariiings Received by 1972-73
Entering Full -Time Freshniarr1Job Holde'rs-

, by Institution Decadence on Government Revenue
and Institution Type and Control

.4

GOVERNMENT REVENUE AS SHARE Of
INSTRUCTIONAL BUDGET

MEAN ! UNDER 20- 20 TO 60 OVER 60
"COOT 'PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT

STD OEV
I 1 I ; I 1 I

m....,......:/..4...ii /.. . , / . ./

'PUBLIC '4-YEAR 1 I 419,54 I 326,31 I 439,74 I
I

36 I 15 1 ,938 1

-I 277111 1 4746 I 353,5'3 /,

,;eI.:,' I v I . I I.

2 I 143,77 I .e.,82.81 f- 375.72 1
1 53 1 0' I 852 I

I 393,56 1 587,54 I 40685 I
;1.-: ..... ...,/.. . . / 1

3 I 454,62 1 29,78 I 0:20 I

I 776 I . 15 I 0 I

I 492,00 1 030,116. 1 0.00 I'
, .,il ;

',..........,-.1-----,,--.-r1

4 I 391,14 1 4 0,00 I '0:00.1
PRIVATE 2-YEAR

PROFIT-MAKING
9

45

I 368,19 I-
,

?I

w

-Row
TOTAL-

423,52
.1.148

338,74

383,04
915

409,41

457792
1791

490.68'

'191.1(
I '- 0 I '45

0,00 I 0,00 I 368.19
'1 ..I

I 549,28 1 0, 0.0 1

1 61 I 0_ I

I 472,05 I r offy I

,14..,-...,.. 41......,_z

1 , 742 A1 I -0,40 1 262.76 I 6544.94
IN 44 I. 0 1 10. l' , 5A:,
I 501.21 '1 0900 I '42.74 I fr-48Y8

;1.6...-...../ - . / , .1 -

I 854.§7 I 0.00 I 1800.00 I 524124
I 87.4 _, '0 I 1 I 9 41,

I 176t63 r- oleo -1 0:00 I, 520,23
01...;."...../.............! . 1

466,35 371,67 409,,26 426.74
4043 .479 1801 3023
475,10 295,65 -, 381,56. 4,3,05

0.00 I 549.24
0 1 61-

0.00 I 472,05

04

S.

1.

233

r

O

s.
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TABLE 8-34

-Average toan"Receiyarby 1972-73
Entering Full-Time Freshman Loan Recipients c\.

by Institution Dependence on GovernInent Revenue
and 'Institution Type and Control -!

.'GOVERNMENT': EVtNUE AS. 'SHARE OF
INSTRUCTIONAL BUDGET

r.

e

MEAN 1- UNDER 20 20. TO 60-_, : OVER 60
ROWCUNT, I- PERCENT .

STO
O

GEV I
PERCENT PERCENT

TOTAL,
I 1- I -?* 1 . 3 I

.-,. thST TYPE .....k......;/.4.,..;.4.-1_,,, . vw../

I I. 1099,82 I 766,76 I 772.33 I 794.43PUBLIC 4-YEAR
I ea 1 21,7 I 888 1 , -11-89

.. / 618,51 1 ' 174 I 430,43 I ' 461:494..,; I ; .../ . /::r
PUBLIC

2_ I 415,46_ 1 ,00 I -793.74 I 7751712-YEAR. 1

PRIVATE 4-YEAR

PRIVATE 2-YEAR

-PRQF I NG

VOCAT I ONA

I1 ,pe8;1§

3 14'161042,70 I

I.' 1049 I

Ler.t35t20,1

4
I

1301,28 I

50 I

90305,I

S I. 1358,54 I
146

I 517,86

I

. ..

77919 1

I 450,15 I

5 I

0 49 I

5,69 1
8 I

251
5114-6_r

... .

829.01 I
5 I

268
504,13

1038.07
1062

304,47 f 267.43 I 633,53

3i100,150 I 0.00 I 1291,12
2 I 0 I 58

0.100 I 0.00 I 889.49
2.1 . .1

0,00 I 0.00 I 1358,94
. 0 1 - 146 .

'0100 4_ 0.00 I 517.86
e

'-0,00 1 27040 I 743.04
0 I 1 I J 13

0,00 I 0.07 453.78
.1 ./

0,00 I 0.00 I 1169,10
.-. 0 I 0 I 4

24-0410 ea0 I 475,47

762,37 , :/76.73 927,59
*233 1,145 0739

463,18 448.70 576.09

,7 '1169,10 I ,

4-

I 475,17 I

caoN TOTAL. /082,68

161161;9',

3

234
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TABLE B-35'

Average' Benefits Received by-1972-73
Entering Full-Time Freshman Beneficiaries

by' Institution Dependence on Government Revenues.
and Institution Type and Control.

GOVERNMENT REVENUE AS SHARE OF
INSTRUCTIONAL BUDGET

MEAN I UNDER 20 20 TO 60 OVER 60 ,

COUNT 1-PERCENT PERCENT _-,PERCENT
STO OE-V

1 i g !
3 I

TYPE

PUBLIC 4-YEAR

2
PUBLIC 2-YEAR

PRIVATE 4 -YEAR

PRIVATE 2-YEAR

. PROFIT-MAKING

VOCATIONAL

3

A

I -805.56 I 625.84 1 891.98 I

I 23 I 42, 1 215 I

I 506053 I 405,52 1 736.65- I

I 552,59 I' 300100 I -687M, t
t' 4..e! -I 5 1 199 I

I. 109006 I 0.03 I 67041 I

I 1152,29 1 006000 I 51140 I
112' I i

4- 963 06 1 0,0
1
0 I " 0.00 I

id...:',....-...16.... . : ./ . .1,.

I 972,'43 I' 0,00 I , 0.011\1

I 19 I 0 I .: 0 21
1 602,20 I 0,00 I,,- '0.00 I

... ... ....!

1 1086,03 I 0,00 1 0.00 I

I 11
I-*". 351,1112 I

I

I 299,46 I" 0,00 I

I 4 1 0 I

/ 57,27 I 0100 /

;,1%.

../

.
7

I '0000 I 0,00 I 1980.0
i 0 i 1

I ... 0,00 I-- 0.00 I 1.27
. m -1

1017,05 602,54 790.69,,
188 , 49 425.

519:51 p96,3,9 '708,15

0 I -0 I'

0,00 I '0.00
I

I552.32
6

416.23

233

p.

I

I

I
I

I

es,

ROW
TOTAL

844.66
281

684191.

668,38
220

641,41

1133,59
116

950.85

972,43
19

602.20

1086,03
14

351,42

452-, 44:

11
,3 04Y

1980,00

1127

843,,26
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. TABLE 8-36

- .' ''/
Average Total 'Aid Received by 1972-73

, - Entering Full-Tithe Freshman Aid Recipients .., .
- "iy;14ttltution -Dependence on Gift and Endowment lifcbroe

*4' and Institution Type and Control

.-t .-, It

,
e

GIFT AND ENDOWMENT (NCOME1
P. AS 'SHARE OF

INSTRUCTIONAL AUDGET

HEIN /
COVT,I UNDER 10 --OVER 50

.08TO Uri PERCENT PERCENT

. -%, I 2 I.
IASI TYPE 7071 I e ./

967,41 1 878,85 1
PUBLIC 4-YEAR 3122 30 I

I

,

I 394,96

2-'1' 628,58 I 801,25 I
PUBLIC 2-YEAR

PRIVATE '4-YikAR

.PRIVATkArYEAR

PROP7,11,11AkING

R

I 1633 I . -11 1

/ 652,16 I 237,70
,/* . ...

3 ./ 1727168 172052-1
1 747 I , 1218
I 1063,§5 I 3,139,79

;
j 9.47;29 I 1136,32 I'
1 67 I LOO I

I 749'114 I 949,0 I

5 I ,14531c12 0,00 I
1 197 1 0 1

. 772,06 I 0,00 1

.

I
751,85 1 0,00 I

*CM:1011AL 69 I . 0 I

I 524,21 , 0100
4 irliv4*.wwWwMper..W1

7 .1 1528,0r 1 230,49
11 I 4

1379,?2 I 1,

cculeN TOTAL 984,47 1653,48
5848. . 1363

861,49 1131,23

. OTHER'

fir

di I

.

4

236

ROw
TOTAL,

966,48
3152

784.117

629.75-
-1646
650.35

1727.92
1965

1111.18

/060.11
167

87.6.60

14542.

772.06

75/45'
69

504.21'

-11.6S,08

, \15

002.28

1110.96
2212
935,03

a

a

t.-

"".
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TAUE B-37,
(11'.

Average Grant or Scholarship Aid Received by 1972-73
Eptering Full-Time Freshman Grant Recipients

- by nstItution Dependence on Gift and Endowment income,
and Inttitutidon Type and Control

-7-

GIFT AND INEAMENf INCOME //.-

AS .SHARE OF

. INSTRCTIONAL' BUDGET

MEAN I UNDER 10 OVER 10'
COUNT i PERCENT PERCENT s . ROW

.
.

STO OEV I - . TOTAL
I

.
1 -I - 2 . I .

It+ST TYPE . .;/ ". .1-,........../

1 I 677153 I 4,94 I 677.13
PUBLIC 4-YEAR_ I 2006 I 30 I 2037

1 716.1010 I 4.1401'1 712.33

.=1.. ..,-

2 I 428,12 I- 1#05,41i0 I 430-.79 :
PUBLIC 2-YEAR I 763 I t I 768

I 411,59 I 1874.93;1 411,60
, ;4=4-..-...1

, 3 I 1118,14 I 1259186 I 1205.58
PRIVATE 4-YEAR I 572 I 921 I 1492 40

I 896161 I 988,06 1 :956.25
. ,-.4.4,-...-,:/-,...-p-,-.4

.4 I 42202 I 699,45 1- 599,.57
PRIVATE 2-YEAR , / 40 I, 72 1 112

I 358,74 / 104,94 I 409,65
I-. ; I ., I

5 I 802,03 I 0100 I 50243
*PROF rr-mAKING I 49 1_ 0 I.

I 657,71 I 0,00 1 57.77-
, -,, ./ . .......--r.,.,.....g, v 1

166,13 I 0,00 1 1 3
VOCATIONAL

I . 0 i 0 1 13
I -10.70 1,- 0,30 I 103.70

.-5/ft.4....-",/---0-..-"..1

7 .I. 905,51 I 300,00 I 807.37
OTHER I 7 1 i I . 8"

cOLUI40 TOTAL 692,80 1199132

I 1009,84 1

3449
809.21(

. .

- 1.1029

7251-03 059,38 813.40

*.-

2 3 ,

41



TABLE B -38

Average Earnings Recelyed Els', 1972-73

,Entering-Full -Time Freshman Job Molders_
by Institution Dependence on Gift and Endowment Income

. and Institution Type and Control ,

lbsT TYPE

GIF1 AND ENDOWMENT INCOME
AS SHARE OF

INSTRUCTIONAL BUDGET

- MEAN !UNGER 10 OVER 10
COUNT I PERCENT PERCENT/-

510 0EV I

PUBLIC 4-YEAR
i 1

6
PUBLIC 2-YEAR

PRIVATE 4 -YEAR

PRIVATE 2-YEAR

PROFIT-MI (114G.

VOCATIONAL

OTHER

1 1' 2 I

424111 J. 40.00.1
I 1145, / 3.

339000 I e 00153 I

383129 I 419,73 -I 0
914 I . 2 I'

409175 1 295,02 I

'ROW

TOTAL

423.52
1148

338.74

383.04
915

'409.41

3 1 53;s00 I .124,23 I 457.92
I 245 1 546 I 791

4

6-

ULUMN TOTAL

.1 591176_1 94,2211

I 360,09 1 497,33
1 8 I 38 1

I 164,201 397194.1

1 549,28 I 0,00 I
1 61 / 0 1

I 472705 I 0,00 1
. *

I

1.

654;94 r 0100 1
54 0 1

I 489,68 I 0,00 I

e/m......,../

691,61 I ?00.00 I
I § I 3 1

I 583002.1 0032 1

428,42 119,84
2431 . 592

409,01 129.01

.

23s

490.68

34144
45

368.19

549.28
61

472.0

524.24
9

'52043

654.94
54-

489.68

426,74
'.3023
'414.05



TABLE B-53,
1

4
Average Loan 'Received by 1972-73
Entering Full -Time -Loan Recipients

by I nsf 1 tut on *Dependence Gift and Endowment Income
and Institution Type and Control

INS T TYPE

GIFT AND ENDOW FIT INcOME

AS SHARES 'OF

-INSTRUCTIONAL BUDGET

MEAN I UNCiER Pi OVER 10
COUNT I PERCENT PERMIT

STD OEV I

1 i

n n/ - En'

i I 797,29 I
I 117§ I

I 6208,1
.1

2 I 770,04:1
'I 264 I

I 508,82 I

PUBLIC 4-YEAR

PUBLIC 2-YEAR

3 I 43,09 1, ?40,40 I:
"PRIVATE 4 -Y I 409 I 452, I

I 714,67 I 55-5.1 I
WWWWW 1

4 j .1478,99.1' 1140415 I
PRIVATE 2-YEAR

I 23 i 3*"' 1

,
,.

I 596,56 1 . 1833.$36 I

1358,54 I : 0g0.; I

PRAT-MAKING I 146 I 0 1

I 517/46 I 7'4,10e41
,,,I.....,-....,...11-.,..-..,---::/

VOCATIONAL

cOLUMN

I 734
I 13 I

I 453,78 I

7

1

I 1169410 I
4'

I 475,47 I

ROW
TOTAL

794.13
.1189
4ftip19

;;5.71-.
268

504.13

103847
1062
63345

1291.12
:58

.881.2:49

4358.54
1.406

Ai7.86

'0,00 I.
0 I.

040 I

. 0,00 I
"0 -I

0,00 I

..........
TOTAL 922,51 942,26

2035 704
572,99 585,10

233

.

733.04
13,

453.78

1.0.9.10
4

475.47
. .

927.59
2739

576.09



TABLE B-40
ver

Average BenefiaReceived by 1972-73
.Enterkpg Full Time Freshman Beneficiaries

by.institution Dependence on Gift and Endowment Income
and Institution Type and Control

GIFT AND ENDOWMENT INCOME'
AS SHARE OF

INSTRUCTIONAL BUDGET

MEAN I UNDER 10 OVER 10
COUNT I PERCENT PERCEIIT ROW ;--,

. STD UV j TOTAL,
I 1 1 ? I

!AST TYPE a; -I , T.,..-al-*--,-9al

I 844,66 I 0,00- 844.66."-I
PUBLIC 4-YEAR j 281 I 0 I '281

I 684,91 I 0,00 I 684.91 -;
ii/w4.-......1-..,.-...-,../

1 861,38 i 0
100 1 668,38

I 220 I. 0 1 220
I 441141 . 0,q0 I 641.41

- I
1 994,74 I 1187,30 1 1133.59
I' ZZ I --- 84 I 116
I 949,22 1 951,69 I 910.85
/...; ----- ...,1 .4. -

I
1 4069,48 j *884,37 I 972.43
I 9 I 10 1 19
I 666,17 I 559,68 1 602.20

I 1086,03 I 0,00 j

2
PUBLIC 2-YEAR

..
*1

PRIVATE 4-YEAR

4
PRIVATE 2-YEAR

PROFIT-MAKING

6
VOCATIONAL

7

OTHER I

I 14 I a I
I 351,42 1 '0,00 I

.1-..- 7 .1
I 452,44 i 0,00

I 452.44
I .11 1 0 1 ii
I 340,10 I 0,00 I 340,0;I. ; , ._1 . ; .fr 4

1 1980m-1 0,00 1 1980.00
1 I 0 1 1

I 1127 I 0800 1,--- 71.27

I

1086.23

351.42

. ..1.....,.,...-n-,1
COLUMN TOTAL_. 789.138 1155187 841.26,

568 94 662
684,87, ?21132 .,733.45

4

240

r
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ZTABLE B-41
i: -

Average Total Atd Received by 1972-731'
Entering Full-Time.Freshman Aid Recipients

by Available Institutional Aid Funds
and Institution Type and Control

,
c

DISCRETIONARY AID FUNDS
AS SHARE OF
STUDENT BUDGET

MEAN-/
COUNT I UP To 5 OVER 5 ROW

STO OEV i. PERCENT-. - PERCENT TOTAL

/ 1 "1 I 2 1

, IRST TYPE . ;-/ . '' -I . .I -.A --

1 -I 1080199 I 936-112 1 9 0.35
7 PUBLIC 4YEAR

I 1161 I 1946 1 4107'
I 940.20 I 670.74 1 782.84

-PT\.IC 2YEAR
,

I 601.64 I 5 .42 I 63045'
I 1194 450- .I 1642

._

I' 6921? I 111.7-2 I 650.94
=N : ,* 'I le ; ,/'

3 I 1612.71 I 1769124 I 1724.04
'I 564 I . 1390 I 1955

. I 1131.11 I 1?91141 I 11°5.9°

4 ! 110;163 I ?94,43 I ,1060.11

I 1-923,52 I 805:95 / 876,60
. .1....:;....i...441,,..4. I

.
PROFITHAKING 1 140,s52 1 1217,..6 1 1451.58

PRIVATE 4YEAR

PRIVATE 2YEAR

VOCATIONAL

OTHER

1 ,180 ! 4,3 220
1 65,.33 I 1@61.3 I 752.35

.1....... ....1...--.7.._.../

6 I. 181 I 77416 I 729.51
t -s9 1 3 I 71
I 5'25140 I 744124 I 527.79

7 / 2101,89 I 166;50 1 1163.08 .

I 7 I '9 I 15
I 156402 I 311115 I -1302.25

+1.,...;+,........5,/
.,.., : I . I

MON. TOTAL 1006.88 1193,30 1108.34

'3272 3906' 7178
942.!2 952,15 952.02



2

-

TABLE B-42 ..

Average Grant or'Scholarship Aid Received by 1972-73
--Entering Full-Time Freshman Grant Recipients

by Available Institutional Aid Funds
and...Institution Type and Control

DISCRETIONARY AID FUNDS
AS SHARE OF
STUDENT BUDGET

MEAN j .

COUNT /UP TO 5 OVER 5 ROW
STO 0EV /PERCENT PERCENT TOTAL

I I
INSTEYEE

PUBLIC ,4-YEA

PUBLIC 2-

PRIVATE 4-YEAR

PRIVATE 2-YEAR

,

1. 1 665,94 I 673,25 I 670.47
I 757 I 1237 1 1994
I 931,42 I 540;33 I 714.38

;Ili.-:,wv.,.../-.).-,-.,../
2 I 438..08 I 411.73 I 432087

I 590 I 175 I . 764
I 428176-1 35049 r 412..15

./=7.
. vI w'w. 9 ..1 -

3
I 2202,93 1 1242;89 I 1205,16
I 400 I 1082 I . 1482

4 /

..............e...1.7-...-..
/ 8991,7 I ?60,gt I

./ / /

572,18 I 645,78 1
f 69 I .- 43 I 112
I 394,64 I 433.37 I 409.65

..1.,..:......,......r-v7,..;-.4'
t 802,35 /' 799.45 I (801,89

, PROFIT-MAKI-NG
t 44 I 8- I 53
1 686.69 I 220,.82 I 635:08

;I= ; .
1,.../

6 I 166.13 I 0100 I 166.13
VOCATIONAL'

1 la 1 13
, I 224,70 I 0,00

1

103.7°
1-;- ; ./-"...w..;..../

7 I 2072,77 I 300,00 t $07.37
OTHER

I 2 I 6 I a
1 918,03 1 0.00 I 942.33

I

COLUMN T0741. 685,56 896,12
1875 2551 8:41;r

. 511.77 798,31 810,65

242

".
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TABLE B45.

Average_ Earnings -Received by 1972-73
Entering Full-Time-Freshman Job Holdees

by Available rnstitution Aid Funds
and Institution Type apd Control

DISCRETIONARY AID FUNDS
AS SHARE OF

STUDENT 'BUDGET,:-

UP TO 5
COON

OVER 5
I

STO OEV I

PERCENT PERCENT

I 1 I . 2 I

w

1 ./ '450,75 I,' 104,73 I
I 40§ I 730 I

I 393,23 I 40034

I

;1.4_ w 44 ww

402,05 I' 14"634 I 273 I

I 430.13 I . 356 ,32

3 I 414,417 I 109.35
I 192 I 595

I 082111 I 401.31 I

4 350,41 I 4.28,82

22 "I 24 I

183.60 I 182.07 I

I 502.@2 I '60.26 1
42 1 21 I

I 357.2, I 90,56 I

Pa? TYPE

PUBLIC 4 -YEAR

PUBLIC 2-YEAR

PRIVATE 4-YEAR

PRIVATE 2-YEAR

PROFIT-MAKING

VOCATIONAL

1401..;+.Wasfw,17,..W.11,...;.,101

TOTAL

421.18
1136

336.98

383.76
911

410,05

458.27
786

492.14

391,44

368.19

553.88
63

465.41

6 I 631.2 I 0.00-1 631.02
I 56 1 0 I - 56
I 492114 I 0.00 I .4%41,
11...4.--,...1."-.17t__/ ,

OTHER'.
7 I 867,45 I _ 481.7 I -524.24

'N 9
. r

. ..0-7
I 966,43 I 190.81 I, 520.23
ir4.,..,,,,,I---,.....-.;-.1

. 458.17 '499.68 426.10
''- 1458 1648 3007

469,29 '458,35 423,0

COLUMN TOT);(.

243 --a
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TABLE B-44

00

Average Loamiteceived bY 1972-73
Entering Full-Time Freshman Loan Recipients

by Available 'Institution Aid Funds

and Institution -Type.and Control

DISCRETIONARY AID FUNDS
AS SHARE OF-
STUDENT BUDGET

t

MEAN 1
COUNT "1 UP -TO OVER 5 . ROi

--ITO 0EV !PERCENT- -*PERCENT
1

TOTAL.

1., .1,4,....."tymemr..... /ST TYPE .

PUBLIC 4-YEAR i I 894,32'I 733,33 t 797.40
I 465 1 703 1 2.168
I 497,98 1 12740 I 463:31

.14.41..i.www.4..m.w-e-...r

PUBLIC 2-YEAR _2' I .ii 8,0-0:2516
II 62714827 I'''. 7725-8,871

I 514,79 I 431,0 I 504:18.
- azz;,t1.....nieLfiss.4*-..-:::/

3 I 1166,83 I
4

?92,76 I ri037.06
PRIVATE-4-YEAR i A 6?ci I ' 754 -I P552

I 7,24.04. I 89840 I 635:38

4 1. 1491,?1, I 1883111 I 1291:12
. r 31 A .07 1 50
I. 1054/37 I 80047 I 589.494

;,,je.-*--...- el..,...,-.-.....1
.

5' / 134113P 4 1353,56 I '1345:46
il 3.00 I 34 1 167
I

4

5021/1 1- 537416 1 508.43
i,/....;..v..........1-,......-.......41

6 1 666,00 I 1500,00 I 733,04
I 13

I 406,143 I 040 1 453.711

7 I 1169,10 I 0#00 1 44.69,10
- OTTIER "-- I 4

I - 475 i7 I , 0,00 I 475.47
;40_4 f.g,w ..... 7/

. cdtujoi TOTAL, 1009.75 931.93876,A8
-1134 1%97 -----1, 2731
414,50 2194-_1_, 577.38

PAIVATE 2-YEAR

PROFIT- MAKING

VOCATIONAL

I*

244_
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TABLE 8 -45

Average Benefits Received by 1972-73 '

Enter' g Full-Time Freshman Beneficiaries
by Available Institution Aid Funds
and Institution Typeand Control.

DISCRETIONARY AID FUNDS
AS SHARE OF

. *WENT BUDGET

'MEAN I

COUNT I UP. TO 5 . OVER 5
sTo °Ey 1 PERCEnT PERCENT

I -I , , 2 .1
1,151 TYPE 1,M.:t I - 10 " I

I 8031'60 I 859, 7 I
PUBLIC 4-YEAR

I 7? I 228
I 667,D8. 692,10 I

I

63707 ?,7,9
164 57

4

I 640457.1 _Wait

I- .0.39,85 I 113-0192 t

I 35 I 82 1

943,77 959053 I;/* ; el - _ I
4 1 ,232,9tl 1 390,05

I'

I 13 6

I 1523,15 1 18718i .1
wI : . I

3 I 1098.70 0.0e I

PUBLIC 2 -YEAR 2

PRIVATE 4-YEAR 3

PRIVATE 2 -YEAR

PROFIT4iAKING

a

VOCATIONAL

OTHER

I 14 I
A 3361/2 I

11
6 1, 479,35 I

I 4 I
r 36406.1

e@g
1 -I

10,,11 1,780

- lt27
..... -II

9CLUPN TOTAI, 7E0.119
.30%

697,80

21-5

I

0,00 I
0 I

0,00-

(

895,.17

354
759426

844.66
281

684.91

668.38
220

1133.59
1,16

,958'.85

972.43
19

602.20

1095.70
. 16
336.7?

452.44
11-

34T40

1980.00

i.27

841.48
663

732.8q

lti .

:4.

4
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Appendix IV-C..

'Federal Patkaging to Aid Recipients
by Student/Family or Institutibn Attributes

and Institution Type and Control

I .
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List of Tables;

) Packaging of FederaAid to,I972-73
Aided EnierUng Full-Time Freshmen- by'
Famill income Quartile and institiltion
Type and Control

Packaging of Federal AfNO 1972-73

Aidedetering Full - -Time Freshmen by
Student Achievement/Ability and

k, Ins.tituttori,Tyge and Control

1ackaging'Of Federal Aid tb 1572-73
Aided Enikring Full -Time Freshmen by

Racial /,Ethnic -Grotip id ,Institution

Tyie and Control

Packaging of Federal Aid to-1972-73 .

Aided-Enter* Full-Time Freshmen.
by Median Family Income at Postsecondary
institution and Institution Type and
Control

Packaging of Federal Aid to 1972-73
Aided:Entering Full-Time Freshmen by
Median Freshman OhievementiAbifity
Score at Postse dary Institution
and Institution T e and Control

Packaging of,Fede I Aid to 1972-73
,Aided Entering Full-Time Freshmen
by lostiution Tuition Dependence
aul Institution Type and Control

Packaging-of Federal Aid to 1912-73
Aided Entering Full-Time Freshmen by
bailable Inst4tutiona0Aid Rinds and
Institution Type and Control



- TABLE C-1 . )

.

-Packaging -of Federal Aid-to 19'4773. Aided Entering Ful*Time Freshmen
by. FamiDfIncome Quartile

.
and institution Type and Controk;

COUNT,.
ROW X
COL .X

.TOT X

Public 4-year

I'
TAM-ILY INCOME

.

/UNCER S 7459.30m itOsth- OVER\
I3 71500 3,1.01t-4 515,003 $150000_
I 3. I

2
I a I 4

I !.

I* 313 I

FE4RALAIO ONLY-4 36,7 'I

I 37,2 -I
'I, 10.r4 I

. I

2 2'1!
FEC ANO NON-FEC

I

-433,2
1

I ,38,1
I izif

41

3 1 201
i40..FED.A10 ONLY I' 0,3

COLUs
tOTAL

24,7
_6f9

'

,A41

28#z

I I '
go ti

TOTAL

I

231 I 20-8 A 131 I 853 /"\
23,-6 I 24,4 I '15,3 I -743.4

27.0 i 25.9 1 21,2- I

'6,7 I 6.9 I 4:3
I

237,, / 190 I 50 I 798
29,7 I 23.8 I 6.3 I 26.6

23.7 I 8.2 I

I 1.7. I

I I

I 434
I 32..i.

70.6
I ,14#4.

i 41,!- I

I .71!''I 6.3
I 4

I
308 / 405

I 22. 29.9
L 41,3 I X2,4
I "..132 I 13.5,
I

/.

'746

24#8 -- 26.7
`803

1

615
'20.5

r 1354
I 45.1
I

I

3005.
100.0

j



TABLE continued

2-Year

/ o

. 4 * t
% Nil LY INCOME.

.;-:-

. COUNT I ,,
ROW % IUNCER 3 71502w 310:520- OVER ROW

COL % I$ "7/500 314,499 315:700 415:000 TOTAL
Tor % I 1 'I ,2 j '3, I -- 4 I

..I - , I i I
.

I
.s. 1' 1- 166 1 117- ! 79 I -. 33 I 394

FEDERAL AID ONLY I '42,2 I 29,7 I 19.9 I .8,2 I 26,8
I ,Z I illl I 19,0 I 18,1 I

I '11,3 I. ''',$,q I 5.3 I 2.2 I

.1 I I I I ,

2 I . 135 I/ 74 iI .-40 I 4 4 252
FEC Al..0 NOu-FED I 53,5. I 19,2 I 15,9 I 1.5 1 17.1

I 28.3 I 1PA sI %.6 I 2.0 I

I 9,2 I 503 I . 2.7 I 0.2 I
- .

ti

I I I- I I

. 3 1 174 I 212 I. 296 I 143 '1 825
.--

.

NON-FEU AID ONLY I 21,1 I 25,7 I- 35,8 I 17.3 I 5.6.1
....

I 38,7,I b2,7 I 71.4 1 79.g I ,

I 11,9 / ,

.

14,1. / 20,1 I '.9.7 I
_

---i
I I L I I

COLUMN 475 402 .

414
TOTAL. 32,3 27,3 28.2 12.2 1g37.1

24-3

7_



CQUNT I ,
s ' R04.-% IONOER S 7150e., 110,50z. OVER pow

COL.% Is ri5Z0 51Z, 499 S15,222 S15,000 IOTA .

TaT X I 1° 1 . . 1 3 1 4 1 t ,-

i - - 1 .. I., I- - i

1 .1 le 1 7 1 7 1 "6- 1 29
FECERAL AID ONLY I 33,2 1 23,0 -1 23.7 I= 20-.2.,....1. 21.5

.1 27.7 1 -40,6. I 19.6 I 13.6'4'1g1
I 781 1 58 I. 5,1 I ,4,4 I

,1" I- -. I I: 4

. t 2 1 16 1 5 1- 8 1 7 1 37
FEC 4 t.91_, ION -FAO 1 .4.3,4 I 1413 I 22.6 I

. 19,8 1 26.9 ,
4 45.15 1 '23,7 I 23.3 1 16,6 'I
I 0.17 I 3,8 I 6.,i, I .5.3 I

..I I- .,a I- -/ 1 I

"3 1 9 I. V -1 20 1 31, I 70'
NCB -FEU AIC ONLY I 1.314 1 14,41 I 28.6 I 43.4 I 51.5

I 2618 45,7
I

57,0 I 69.8 I

-, I 619 7.'1. I 14.9 I 22:4 I
, .-ZI I 2 f; h, 1 I

. COUP"; 35 22 J 36 44 .136
IOTA' 25;7 16,2 2642 32.1 102.2

.$
TABLE C-1, cobt-inued..

4-

Frivfite 2-Year

./
FAMILY:;INCOME

V

i

,



4
0

P

TA81.6. , continued

'Private 4 -Year

FAMILY INCOME

A

-COUNT 1

ROW x !UNDER- s 7.500-,..S.10.520- OVER ROW
Opt. X 111.7.520 $1.499 115,003 $15,000 TOTAL
T(IT X 1 1 1 .:4 2 1 3 1 4 I

I. -
I 0....../

1 I 52
FECER4L Alp ONLY I 15,9

I 16,8
I 3.1

_.-I

2 16 212
-FE6 i_thp NOw-FED 1_25,6

...

1 68,1
I 12,4

1'Ch-,FEO I
. 3 1 47
oNLYr

I

I

-I.
CoLumN
TOTAL

ti

1 88

I 2618
1 21,1
I 5.2
I

I 21f!

I 26,3
I 51,t!,
I 12,6
I _/. 113

1 92 I 96' I .32a
I 28,1 I 29.2 I 19.3
/ 14.2, I 2044 I
I 5.4 I- 5.6 I

I; , I _I
I 26Z I 142 I 829
I- 31,4 1 -1711 1 7'48:
I 5L.3 I 30.2 1

1, 15.3 I 8.3 r

8.6_ I 23..f.!

15,,E I 27,1
2.14 -1. 6,b

I

312 416

00. 24,1

AM.

25 1

I

1

. I

155 r 232 I 547
I 28.4 I' 42.4 I 32.1
1 30.5 I 49.4 1

1 9,1 I 13.6 1

I

I I

500 469 1705
29,8 27.5 100.0



4

COUNT /

ROW X /U- ER

COL X 15,7,520
'TOT % I 1

FE4RAL AID I
65

36,1

1 I 55.8
I 15,9

.1

, 2 I 33

,%.

FFO AhO.NON7FEC, I 344Z
. ,I 28,8

A 8,2
A \%.,.. .1

_

NON-FEO
I

A10 ONLY 13,4
/ 15,3

I. 4,4
.../

COLD)". 116
TOTAL 28,4_

TABLE conti.0tieci

Profit-Making

FAMILY INCOME

3 7t500 312,502-
310,499 315,7,0?

OVER '-

515;002
ROW
TOTAL

1 . 2 I 3, 1 4 __I

1; I

61 I. 45 I 8 I 17.9

I 34,2 I 25.2 I 4,5 I 4.3.9N

.1 l30p4 I .35,8 '1 18.01- I

.1. 15,2 1 11,1 I 2.0 I

1 111 1 28 1 17 96.

.1
I.

189'5
14,6

I

/

29,3
22,4

I

I

17,6,
38.1

/1 '23.6!.

1

I

.4,4
I 6,9 I 4.1

I 32,0 1 39,8 I :1419,7 I 3235
.1 44,9 I '410 43.9 I

4 13,4 1 12,9 / 4,8 1

/ -- 1 A I
I

121 . 126 44 407

29,8 30.,9 10.9, 103.0

252

1
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.ow %'

TOT

TABLE C71, continued -.

Vocational

WILY INCOME
I

.

.1UhOER. S 71503 $12,52:2- OVER. ROB --

Is 7,500 smacc) s15,22e solm ToTAL,-

i 1 I 2 /

I I I
1 14 I

I 14. I

I 4415' 1

1 7,4 1

I .1t I

.1 :4 1

I.

I917 /

/ 12,2 !

I 210 I

I I

/ 63
FEmAL AID .oNLY I 66-4

. I
69.5
33,7

2 I 7
FEC. AM) --Nat--FE: -- .38,6

. I 811
I _319

3

hoh-FEO AIO ONLY I

I

CCLUM%
TOLAL

-I

20 1- ii 1

28,1 I. 18.5 *I
22,4 I 43.3 L
12,9 I -7,2 I

I -I
9Z .31

48,6 16,6

25 3

3 I

I

4 I ,

I

1,4 I 4 1 ,§5
154 I 4.4 I 51.0
33.2 I 1.9".? I

7,7 1 2.3 I

I
. I

6 I 2 I .19
3t.9- I ..,.9,8 I 10.2
14,1' 1 8.6 I

3.3 1 1.11--t-N
I

- i

23 I 16 I / 72
31,5 I g1.9 I '38.7

52.7 1 /24. 1 .

12.2 I 8.5 I

I I

43- 22 186
23.1 11.7 102.2
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TABLE concluded
A

Other

SAM I LY INCOME

COUNT
ROW %
COL %
TOT X

FICERAL Alb OW

2
JEO AND NON-FED

3

NONTEO,A10 ONLY'

COLUP\
TOTAL

1,;40ER
5

7;574I
9

34,1
43,7
8,8

4

2.5,6
20,6

_
4,1

7

12,3
35,7

21
.1

S 7,502" S10.522- OVER
S1,499 Si5a22 t15/000

I 2 ) 3 1 4

1 71
I

I 12 I 1 I 5

I 43,5 1 5..4- I 17.0

I 27,S!, I 6.4 1 26,0
I 1112 I 1.4 I 4,4

I
a. /.-. Ir

I / 11 I 2 .1 1
1 'b8,2 I Oa I 6.2

I 26,5- / 0,0- 1 5.9

I- 11, I 0.7 I - 1.0'

I I; I.
1 2Z I 21 I" 12

I 33.2 1 34.7 I' 0.7
I 46,. I 9-3.6 1 68.0

I 19,,5 1 20.2 I 11:1

I
- ..1- 1

44 . 22- 17

41,5 2r.6. 16.5

1

I

1

1

I

1

1

I

I

1

I

I
f

I

1.

t

-1

ROW
TOTAL

27
25,7

17
16.1

60
58.1

104
102.2

,

254

.

4



C

COUNT 1

V

TABLE C-2, continued

Private 4-Year

SAT SCORE

ROW X IUNLIEq ,tiZis TO 952 To ovER _ _, ROW

. COL X I 822 962 1102 1123 TOTAL --'

TOT X 1

'I

1 I

FSCtRAL AO ONLY-I
.1....

I

...r
2, I

PET ho NON-FE0 I-

I

1

-I
3 I

hci\,-FEO AI".) ONLY

.,

I

-I

COLUl-
TOTAL

1

165
43,Z
29,8
8,3

222
21.8
36,6.
10.2

186

9,3

553
g7,8

1 .2

I

I Eq
I 15,6
I 17,4
I 3,0

1

I 226
t 22,2
I -60,2
1 .10,4.
I

I 77
I 11,3-

I 22,4
I 3.9
I

343
17,2

I
-I

I

/

I

-I
1 -
I

1

I

1

I-

1

1

1

A
I--

3 I

-- I
87 1

22,8 I.

18.8 I

4 , 4__ I
, 1

216 I

23.3 I

46,6 1

10.8 F
-.-, $ I

162 I

23*5 1

34,5 1

8.2 I

I
465-

13.3

4

71
18,,6

11.3
3.6 6.
323

32.7
48.p
_118.2

257
37)8
40.7
12,9

, 631
31.7

1

I

I

I

I

I,'
1

1

V
I

I

I

1

1

I

I

382
9.2

927
46.6-

679
34.2

1989,
100.0

4

,,



TABLE C -2, corgilved

Private 2-Year,

COUNT 1
SAT SCORE

ROW X !UNDER d00 TO 950 To OVER
.

ROW
--' COL X / 8za .950 1100 1100 TOTAL

- TOT X I 1 1 2 1 3 1 4 1

.I I, -., I- I I

1 I 22 I la 1 . 0 I 0 I 32
FE4RAL AI'; oNLY I 69,2 I .33, I 0,0 I ::: I 1847

/ 26,7 .1 15,8 1 0.0
120 I 5,41 0,0 I 0,0 I

_-_----4I - I . 1- 4%: 1

,

. 2 I 19 1 It I Ir- 1
FEC AND NON -rEc L 4016 I 38,Y I 1.6/,6 I 3.i 1 426.:

I 22,6 I 0,7 1 56,6 1 L4,8, I
,

I 1.0,9 1 10,5 1 4,5 1 1,1 I

..P4 I / I 1
4.

3 I 42 I 35 I' 6 1 1.0 I 93
NCh-FED AID ONLY I 45,2 I -37,3 I 6,3. I 11,2 I 54,3

I' 50,7 1 5512 I 43.4 I 85,2 I

I-, -1 24,6 I 2'1,5 I 3.4 I 6.1 I
-.-

I I 1 I I

COLU.tez . . 82 62 ' 13 12 170
TOTAL -148,5 36,5 7,9 7.1 100.0



a

C/

COM/ I

TABLE C-2, continued

Prof i t-Making

SAT ICOEIE

*

4

R 14 % luNIER eau TO 950 to OVER Rom
x- I 830 950 1100 "UV TOTAL

FE L 4'0 ono /
1

I

,I
2 I

FEC I.h0 NON-FEO I

I
I

I
3 1

NCN-FED A1.0 ono 1
I

1

. .1

CoLuen.

-41
180' 1

34,4 1

52,6 1

38,2. 1

I

62 '1
62,4 . I
17,5 A
13,2 1

I
113 I

70,6 I
31,8 I
23e9 1

I

355

21'
12,1 .
36.7
4,5

.

. 18;
18,1
ai..

3,5
... n

17
11,-7
32,3
4.05

58

...0

I= I I'
1 7 I 5 I
/ 3,1 I 2.5 I
1. 32.9 I 13.2 I

4 1,4 1 1.10, I

/- I I

I 6 I 14 I
I 5.6 I 13.9 r'
I 28.0 I,35.1 I

1 1.2 I 2.9 I

i,- I I
.1 8 I 20 I
1-. '4,9 I 12.8 I
1 394 i 5147 I
I 1.6 .1. 4.3 I

mr1:--,... I--- I

2z 40

213
'45.0

102
214

,-;162
33.9

av

../

TOTAL, 75,1 12,3 4.2 -.804 l00.42

o

/
s



COUNT t
kOW X I 80 TO . 950 To

COL % 802 O 1.100
TOT % I. 1. 1 2 1 3
...-......1 I - -wt. .

1. / 95 I 16 I 4.

FECERAL 'AIC ONLY I 82,8, I 141! I 3:1.
1 480 I 59,9 1 33.5.
1 38,2 1 6,6 I 2.4

-1- I I---i
2 1 19 I a / ... 0-,

Fit Afro NON -FED I. 71,2 I 14,4 I 0.0
1 9.7 I 13.! I .0.2
/.- .717 1 1,5 I 0,3
I I I
14. 3 32 7 I 12

.,.0 NCINFEO A10 ONLY 1 .70911 1 6,9 1 11.5
1 42,0 1 26,2 I 66,5

TABLE C -2, continued

Vocational

C\_

SAT SCORE

..
. I 33,2 1 2,9 I 4.8

-I - I I -,
COLUm\I 195 27 18

r-OTAL 79,1 11,1 7.2

4 253

4

OVER
1.100

J . 4 .1

L `i , I
I f 0 r
I 0,0 I
I / .°':43 I
I "--0-. 0__ I

t

ROW
TOTAL

117
47.3

'
I - 1 ,

I 4 1 -21
I 14,5 I 10.8
I 39.9 i
It "1.6.--,1
I . /-
1 3 I 134
I 2.5 1 42..2

I 42,.1 !

1 1..0 I
I I

.6 248
2.6 102.2

.



TABLE C -2, concluded

Other

SAT SCORE

COUNT I

RoW x IUN:ER aao TO 952 'TO OVER . ROW

t 01,% I an 950 1102 - 1100 TOTAL

ToT :( I 1 I 2 1 3 r 4 I .

.. 4 I I I I I ..

1 I 15 I 13' 6 1 :1 I 5

'FEDERAL AI0 ONLY 1 41,6 1 J7,1
I

17,1 I 4.1 1 31.33

. I 30.1 1. 34,6 j 51,1 I 10.2 I _
I 13,2 I 11,6 1 5,4 I 1.3 I _

./.
, -r- I- i I I

. - 2 I 6 1 11 I 0 1 0 I _17-

FEC AiO NON-FE: I 34,5 I 65,5 1 0,0 I 0,0 I 14,9
1- 11,9 1 29,1 1 0,0 .1, 0.1 I

1 5,1 1 §.E.I' I 0.4 1 0.0 1

--1- c I I..i

*1 28 1

NC FED AI 0 ONLY I 46,7. I

I, 58,1 1

I 25,3. I

1

- COUP". .49
4TOTAL 43,3

(

14 I 6 I

22,7 1 9,5 I

46;4 I 48,9 I

12,2 / 5,1 r

I
36 12

43,62 10.5

25\9

13 I 62
21.1 I 53.8
89/8 I

11.,3.. I

; L
14 4 1412

12.6 100.3



%;
4 TABLE C

Packaging Of Federal Aid to 1972-73 Aided Entering Full-Time Freshmen
by Racial/Ethnic Group

.and Institution Type and Control-71'

Public 4-Year

I

-.."-- RACIAL/ETHNIC GROUP

'COUNT 1

ROW X 1064ITE

COL X I

BLACK W1SPANIC OT.iER .

TOT % I. 1 1
-

I

722 t

FECCRAL AIO"ONLY 1 74,7 I

I 25,4 I

/ I 21,3 I

1 I,

2 1 687 _1

.FEC ANO NON-FE: I '73,5 'I
I 24,2 I

. I 22,2 I

1 I

3 1 1436 /
.

NC ,FE0 Ali: ONLY I 92.,5 I

1' 5b.5 I

1 42,5 1

...I . I

COLUM 2845
TOTAL 83.8

, TOTAL
2 1 3 I 4 1

: 'I I I
167 I 46 I . '31 I 966

17,3 I 4,8 I- 3k2 I ?8.5
5a,-.0 I 45.9 I 27.1 L
4.9 I 1.4 I 0,9 I .

I I t I

113 1 42 I 34 I. 876
12,9 I 4,8 . I 3.9 F 25.8
.33,9 1 41,4 I 29,6 .I .

3.3 I 1.2 I- 1,0 I
4

.

I I I

54 / 13 I, 50 I 45-52
3,5 I 3.8 I 3,2 I 45.7

16/1 1 12,7 I 43,4 I

1,6 I 0,4 I 1.5 I

I- I I .

334 171 114 3394
9,, 3.2 3.4 100..Z

260

a



r
1 =ABLE C-3, continued

ao

4
4411.

,.
- Public 27'.Year

4.4 .
4- di

RACIAL/ETHN1C GROUP

COUNT
t Tr .s.51_ ACK .4I SP 014ER /ROW

1.0-+

... . TOTAL -
TOT X I . 3. 1 2 /_ 4 I . 4 I

e M 1.i2I I 1...I I--_-
1 372 1 64,

I

I.
VF.CER k4'- AID ONLY I 73,5 I. 1.3,5 .1 6,4 .1- 1.5 I' 27,5'

1,- 26,0 I -58,0 1 31,0- I - 8.9 I
1 21,6 I 3,7 ij 1.8 '. I 0.4 I

''I I 1 -,....I I-4-.-----1
. 2 I 221 4 15 I ., 38 I 15' ,I .289.

. ../ FEt 'AND NO.Ni-FED 1 6,6 I 5,'4 1 1312 ,I 5.1 I 16.y..4
1 5,4- I 13,-2 I 38.8 -1.,--a16.1 I
I. 2.8' I 31.1 I 2.2 I 0,9 I '74;I, -......-f---...-..--I: ------- I-......-.-.*-I-

3,_.4.L4 841 1 32 I 3Z I 60 I 9.62
NON-FED AID ONLY- -P 87,4 I 3.3" I 3,1 I 6.2 1 55.8

58,6 I 2.8,8 I 30.2 1 7312 '1
jo alre7 1,8 I 3.5 I

ti

COLUm":
'TOTAL

1-434 *.
83,1

110..
6,4

/

.1 . I 1.7 - .

98 32 - 1725
5,1 4.8 100

1

,g

any

61.1

).

1

fe

.



10-

-TALE C-3, continued

1.

Private 4-Year

COUNT I

HNIC'tROUP

ti

.

AOW % IAHJTE SLACK w1SRAN1O OTWER,. ROw
COL: X 1 TOTAL
TOT X . 1 1 1 2 / 3 I

.

.
1 1 1- . 1

1 / 311 I -47 u/ 3 I

raERAL A.10 ONLY 'I 32,3 1 12,5 I '0.8 I
1 18.2 1 41,4 1 13,7 I

I '1,8 1 2,4 i : 0,1 i

,I ---" - -..4---7 . .1.
1

a 1 .784-,..-1 al
I

13- 1

FEC 40 N0: -FED I 84,9 r .8,8 1 4 ,1

-_., 45,9

4 1

17 1 318
4..4 -r 19.2

18,7 1

0.8 I

4' 1

4345 1

4.9 1 46,9
-

/ .4= ,1 '1 ego 1 50.8 1

.
I 39,.8 I 4,1 1 0.7 '1 '2.3 I
/ /- -A- 4/-_

1 I

3
I 612 / 22 -I 5 1. 27 1 666

NCN-FEO A.13. ONLY 1 91,8 1 3.2 '1' 0.8 I % 4.11, 1 33.9
r

35,8
4 14,4 I' 25.4 I 30,5' "I

I
1141 'I 1.1 1 0.3 1 1,4 1-

.
.

..1
%_ I-r I- I » '- 1

CCLUM% 177 6 15Z 21 89' ..- 197
TOTAL'. 86,3 . 7,b

*-. 1.5:,.._ 4.5. 1001.0

14,

1
.-...

ADP

2t2
-4.



KI

4 $

TABLE C-3, continued

Primate 2-Year

,Q... I --,- ;..

RACIAL /ETHNI'C' GROUP a 4

COUNT T .
RCW x l'A,ITE BLACK WISPANI,C OT4ER \ ii,ROW
cot. x I

,31# 70TAL
TOT X 1 3. 1/ .2 I 3 I 4 I

--IT .'' /1 .1 I , -- - I.

FEccR
1

AL Ale ONLY I 95,6/ I 4, I 0.0 1 0.0 I 21,8
1 2$17/ I. 5 315 1 a.e 4 0.0 1

I 20,8 1 3.0? 1 0,e I 0,a I
,.! - 1_ C.. I I

2 I 39- 1 2 1 i I 0 I 42
FEC ANO NON-FEC 1 94,1 1 .3,8 I 2.0 1 0.0 1 24.6

...
1 24,1 1 49,7 .I 100..0 I 0.0 1 --44

4-- . 1 23,1 1- Z,9 I - 0.5 I -0,0 I
-.1 1 , I.-. -- 1 ... I

3 1 89 I a 1 , 2 I
2 ,.. I 91 '"

NCN-F-E3 sAID OILY I 97,3 1 '3'3 .1 ø,2 I 2.7 I 3'.6
, - I 54,3 I z.z 1. 0.2 1 100.0 I

... I .52,2 I' 414 ,I_ 3,2 1 1.5 I
. -1 I I. 1 1

COLUm%- l't4- 4 1 2 170
"T_OTAL 36,2 5.9 3,5 1,5' 100.0

. - .



TABLE C-3, continued

4

4

COUNT I c.

RO4 % I Ai, 1TE

COL X I%
TOT X I 3.

Profit-Itaktng

RACIAL/ETHNIC GROUPN
?LACK HISPANIC OTI1ER

1 2 I 3 1

ROW

TOTAL

I I .. Iv - -I I
1 I i.........1.58 I 43 I 0. r 5 I ;' 215

FECERAL AID ONLY 1 73,4, -I. 18,1 I 6.1 1 2.1 I 44..9
I 42,7 ea/ 64,5 I 82,2, '1 32.6
I 32,9 I 8,2 1 2.8 1.0 I

I
_ .2 1 84

'FCC ANO 7,10N-FE1 I 3a,6
1

I

13
12,1

I 0 1

1 0,0, 1

---_. 7
7.2

I
1

121
21.1

1 21,6 I 16,7 1 0.2 1 51.6 1

1 17,4 I 2,1. I 0.2. ,1 , .1.5 I

-I I I: I I
3 1 146 I it 1 '3 I 2 1 163

NCN-FED AID ONLY I 39,v8 I 7,1 1 1.8 1 1.4 1 34.2
1 7,7 I 1,8 I 17,8 1 15.8 1

I ee 5 1 2,! I 0.6 1 3.5 I
..f. I

I
I

COUP. .588 61
. 16 14 ' . 479

TOTAL eZ,9 12.6 - .3,3 's 3.0 102.2

264



-,-
--%

COUNT- I

Row X F.41.07 SLACK- ;I1SPANIC OT.4ER

k

I

TABLE C-3, concluded

0tKer

RACIAL/ETHNIC GROUP

COL. X I

TOT X I 1 1

- I --:- L

1 23 i

FEcu
I

L AID ONLY .79,1 -I

24,2 I

I 21,5' I

. ; -

. . - I I-

2 -I 14 I

FEC AND KO }!-FEO 'I 75,0 I

1. .

I 141? 1

2 ! 3

I

2
I

5,5 I 15.
I 25,6 I 120,0

1,5 I 4,,2

I

; Z

25.a I 0,0
74.4 I 0.1

=.-

I 13,2 1 4.3 1 a.z
. .1- I -r;.-4-

_

3 I . 59 I
d I Z

hCN-FED AID ONLY I ' 95,1 I ZI4 I 3.2
I 111 1 Z.a I I2.Z
I 54,3

..1

COLVHN 47

TOTAL: _88,?

4.

/

I. 2.4
I

6

5,5

"Iv

ROW
TOT-AL

1

1

4 1

. I .

I 0 I 30
I 0,0 1 27.2
I 0.0- I

1 , 0.0 I

-1 - 1

1 0 1 419
I 0.0 I 17.4
I 0.0 1

I

1

0.0 I

- '

' 1 1 J 40
I 1 9 I 55.4
I 132. I

1 1,1, 1

I 'I

.1 . 109
1.1- 100.2

:265

1 44



L

TABLE c-3, continued

-7_

, Vocational

RACIAC%ETHHIC GROUP
COO TRowx..m!TE 8LACx' oTkEP

COL % I

TOT Z I 1 I 2
I 4

I i ..- -I -..
I 1

1 3

FECERAL 410 ONLY I 59,4 I 8,3 I 2.4
1

° :
,

53.9 1

I

4 25,6
I 42,6 I 3'.9 1 -1,1

-I ,IT ''' I-

2 I 25 I , 1 1 2'
.FM AND NONFE: 1 95,2 1 4,d

I Oa
I i1,5 I 7,0 I 2.2
I 1Z,2 I Z,5 '.I 0,2

.1 : I 1.-

2 1 89 ! 7 i 8
h:N-FEJ-A1"; cdtLY I -85,2 I '-,5,9 I ' 7,9

1 4212, 1 49,1 I 74,4
,
i 3544 I 2,9 1 3,3

.......----.-- .... 1

221
. 10 11

Tom. 38.2 7,3 . 4.4,

ROW

TOTAL
1

1

I 119
I 47.7
I

I'

-I.

Is.% 27
I 10.7
I' 111

I

I

1 144
I 41.6
I°

I

I

253
1Z.2

266



.46

Pa ckaging of Federal Aid to 1972-73 Aided Entering Full-Time Freshmen
by Median Family Income at Postsecondary Institution

and. Institution Toe and Control

J

TABLE C -4

COUNT
Row
CoL X

I

IS

Public 4-Year

MEOW FAMILY INCOME

7;502- 312,503-
7,922 512,832 515,C22

S

'.4

TOTAL
TAT X 1 1 1 2 j_ 3

1, I 211 I 412 I 176 1 798
FECERAL AI^ ONLY I 26,4 I 51.5 I 22.Z I 28.7

42,9 I 2813 I 21.7
I 7,6 I 14,E I 6,3 I

-I I
. ../-

I
.

2 I 91 -I 359
I 272 I 721

FEC Ah0 NO.-FF.; 1 12,7 I 49,9 1 37r4 I -2549
.

I 17,7 1 24,7 .1 33,3 r

I 3,3 I 12,9 I,
I

9,7 I

I

3 I 213 I 684' 1 355 I 1262
Nch7FED AI: 3.10,.v I 16.9 I 54#2, I 28.9 1 45.4

I '4i,4. 1 47,z 1. 45,.1 I

I 7,7 I 24,5 I 13.1 1

-I -
CC Um% 515 1455' 811 2781

TAL 18,5 , 52;3 29.1 120.3

J
3

.4



C

.

TABLE C-4, continued

Public 2-Year

MEDIAN FAMILY INCOME

COUNT I

NOW X FACER 7,5%12- 311,5N-
COL X IS 7,52Z- 512,522 315,222
ToT X 1 1 I - 2 1 3

I- i i"
1

FECERAL A10 ONLY
I 152. I '242 / 9 --1 q3
I 37.8 I 63.1 I 2.2 I 26,7

.1 27,2 1-,.-11;7,1 I 16.2
1 42,1 1.6_41 I 0,6
_1.._L-_-....1..-.1;

2 ' 117 1 16b I 6.

FECj\NO NON-FE2 i 46,5 1 X7,5 I 2..2

, I 2110 I 18,6 I 10,6
I. 7,8 I 11.5 i 0.4

...,

1

.

-1 1.
3 -I 29Z I '48, 1 42 I 814

NC-N-FEO A ONLY 1 35,6 1 69,5 I ,4.9 1 54.1

L/ 5r,d 1 54.3 I 73.2 I

I .19,2 1 /32,2 1 2.6 1

.1 I: - I

COLU4'. 559 893 5A 1526
TOTAL 37,1 ?,3: 3.6 1;0.0

I
I
I 289
I 19.2

A



.c

<

ti

TABLE C-4,.2ontinued

Private 4Year

MEDIAWFAMIV
,
,INCOME

COUNT 1 t
Row x
COL X

I4N^E7(
I$ 7,522

'Tv % I '1 i

"1 / ' 6* I

FEtERAL AID ONLY I 15,6 1

I 33,0 I

I 3,6- I

I

2 1 78 I

FEC A\D NON-FED I 3.9, I
.... I 42,5

I

1 4,3 I

.4 I
3 1 t.' 52 I

FED 0ID ONLY 1 5.15 1

_ 4' I 2519
'I

I 2,8 I

_
1LUP' 193
TOTAL a7 t w

a

5 7-1511Z- 3ie,5Z2- ...qeW
31J5?? 515,227 TOTAL

2 1 3, 1

125 I

Ii ''t5
I 347

3'&,7 I 44:6 I 19.2
19.e 1 16.3 1

7", 1 8.5 I(

I; 1

344 i 456 I 8'79 .
39,Z I 51.9 I 48.5

!4_51,4 I 48.1 I
.

r9.3 I. 25.2 I

I., I
_199 1 _ 333 I 587
,3319 1 57,5 1 32.4
29/7' I 35.6' I

11.,? Is 18.6 I

571.
47.3

94,9 1813



COUNT. I

TABLE C-4, continued

z . Private 2-Year

MEDIAN FAMILY INCOME

4

RoW x
COL-% IS 7,,502
TOT_;X 1

4
I

1 I 5
F7OERAL Aid 0 I ?: 15.7

22'62,9

2' It 2
F7C AND' VON-FED I

407
8,8
1,1

3 / 14

NCI -FED AID OSLY 1
.16,9,

1 66.6
`8,9

C%(.04'. 71

4 3,,1

5-715h2n 512,57,;:-
4610,50? 515,222
I 2 I 3 1

1 --, -I. I

I 1? I 6. 1

1 64,2 1 20,1 I

1
17,8 1019.3 I

I 12,? I 3,8 I

I 31 I 9 I

I 75,3 I 20.7 I

1' 41..? 1 30,3 I

I 21,1 I 5.9 I

------ -.I;

I 55 I 16 I

i 64,0 1 1.8,5

I S2.5 I I

I 44.1 1 9.$ I

. I-
1.18 31

67,5 19,4

ROW
TDTAL

, 30
V.7

45
28-.4

84
52.9

160
1:50.0

7k

0
4



!/

TABLE C-4, continued

ProfltMaking

. MEDIA14.FAMILY INCOMEfr

AT IF,ADErt $ 715742. 312, 5t ROW
. .

COL % 13 7,-5Z3 i10;531 x45,3`2: TOTAL
TOT % I '1 I 2.

1 3 1

...... . 4:/....,,......,.....1
I 1

I. 1 76- I 27 1 , '. A. 1 , .137
FECERAL AID ONLY 1 71 1 25, 1 3.7 1 48.9

.'I I 27,6 / 64,7 1

1 . I 12,4 L 2,8 1

.1-...:. -:1
1 1 .

2' 1 .
,

1 32 1 2 I 53
NON-FE C I 36,,7 j 60,4 I 3.2 1 24.4

.

I
17,1 I 2,o I 33,3 1

1 '9,2 1 i4/.. 1 0,8 1
....:,/-......:,.....-_-/ I I

3 I , 19 1 39 I - I 58
NO-FE0 Al') ONLY I 33,2' I 67,z I 0.3, 1' 26.7

I 16,8 I .:39,§ 1 0.2 I

j .8,d I 17,9 1 4`0.:.' 1

./. . :, .. -_-:--------/: ----- ..../..,

4 COLUm' q1.5- .9d '6 218
TOTAL 52.5 44.9 2.6 1.;39}..2

FEo Aho

J.

27

t

/



1

TAQYE C-4, continued

VocAtional

.MEDIAN FAMILY INCOME .

COUNT I

Row X 1UNCER 3 7;542- Ro..4

q0L X IT 7,5Z0 $10/5f1Z. TOTAL
ToT X / 1 2 /

1 I 2Z I . 3 *1 - -23
FECERAL AID ONLY 1 85,5 15 14,2 i .35, 4

1 37,6 If 26,2 /
- I 30,4 5, I-:..1- - .". --- --/.' -,--I A

2 I 6 I 'Z I 6
_TEC ANO NON-FE O I 12e,2 -I 31;2 1 8.,5

. I :015 1- '4t;6 .4--

I

I 815' I al.. -1'
i";........ ..! .,/ . .

/ 3 1' , 27 I 9 1 37
NCN-FEO WI, ONLY 1 74,7 I 25,3. I 56,"1

I 51,? 1 73,8 I
/ 41,9 */ 14,2 1

-I I I
' sC U m 53 65.

TOTAL 32,.8 19,2 1270.7

,4

27
so



-4.

TASLE C-4, concluded

it

Other

_ *

MEDIAN FAMILY INCOME
OOONT /

R014 x IUNCE9'- 3 7.'54ev Siz.1502.. ' RCN.

COL X 13 7,5z0 31e, 502 $151.7z: TotAL
isiT x 1 1, 1 2 .r 3 i/ --- - .. ../ ,/..,

1 1 5 I 1 I 2 - I 6*
FECERAL AVID ONLY I 77,4 ,: 22,6 I 0,0 I 42.8

I 122,2 I 20,fd 1 0.2 I
.=

I 33,1 1 9.6 I 0,/ -1
.1 1 - /...r

i
.,,

2 I 2 1 ,-- 2 1 1 I 3
FEC AND NON-FE'.; 1 0,0 I '61,8 I 36,2 1 24.5

I 0.2 I 51,4 I 50.1 I

I 2,2 15,1 1 9,4 I.

,
;7,!..-:. ---- -/ 1: ---7--I

3 1I 5
NCK-FED Aid ONLY I

.

0,2 'I 71.5 I

i.
28.5 Pi 32,7

I 0.0 I 48.5 1 49,9 .1
f 7-40 I 23-:,4 I 9,3 1

., .1 I I- I

tOCOmN 5 t 7 3 14
TOTAL 13,1, 48,2 18,7 130-3 1,

.4

273

,4



. TABLE C-5

Packaging of Federal Aid to 197 -73 Aided Entering Full-Time Freshmen

by Median Freshman Achievement/Abil y Score at Postsecondary Institution

and Institution e and Control

/- -

.

COUNT, I

POW - 1:4NCER 1

COL %. I 1213 .

TOT x i 1
....--,...--I

1 I 116
FECERAL AIO ONLY I -11,9

I 31,8
I

,4
..1 -

2 I 114
FEC AD NO.,-FE: I 12,8,

/ 31,4
- 1 3,3

.1

3 1 134
NCh-FED AID ONLY I a,5-

/ 36,8

, I 3,9
.1

.
COLUt.. 364
TOTAL 13,6.

Public 4-Year

MEDIAN SAT SCORE '
.

. 836 TO 95Z TO OVER , POW
9?.. . 11211 1122, -,TOTAI,'

r 2 . 1 3 I 4 I

-I- -- 7_7/-
I I

I '23z I 531 c I 96 I 975
I t23,a 1 54;4 1 9,9 I 28.3
I 37,6 27.1 1 -19.-3 I

I 6.! I 15.4 I 2.8 1

/.............-1- I I

1 174 I 89-2I

I

. 131

r4.s
L
1

473
53,z

1 21;2, I 24,1
I 3,ei 1 13t7
1 I

1 254 1 495 6

1 2.6, 1 6,g,t :
I 41,2

-7,4
1 '48,8

I I 27,8.
1

-
1- -

6,17 19.87

17.9 - .57,'.!

4

I 19.5 1 25.9
,j ,34.9 I

I 5.1
I

, ,
L

I 229 I 1574
1 14;5 I 45.7
1 45.9 1

1

s,
6,7

.

I
_

....4.49 3441
14.1.5-- 1OZ.Z

7



's

a.I
4,

p 4.' ow"x" If Niniq ' cii0 TO 95i, T9 , Row
OL -X. I 82Z . 95Z,4 ,

. TOT % I
1100 V TOTAL

. c.....
1- I 2 1 ..3 Ivf ---T-I I. I. ' .

FECERALAI.O-IONLY I 1ZI3 I, -89,2 I 0,5_ I 27;4
5Z. I 0:32 1

/ 484

. - I 35 tZ r 26,9 I 1-0.9 I"qr
/1 --i. -2,8*- 1 24,4 I Ail P

a

oar

/ r

TABLE 675,scontinued

A

A
' Public 2-Year

MEDIAN SAT SCpRE

li

.

--.1 41.

3
, FEZ Aho Ntho- /

I
2,6 ',1 .96, I 0.6 1 1.7.3

Z5. &

I 515 ! 13,4 1 9,4+,2. I

,

.. 1.. 2,4, I 1.6,7. / .3 0,1 I

:.

_

.1 /.........__.:2,...4- I . *Ai

ag '' 3 f "a?.- I 676 I 17 I . 476_-
. Nuir-FE0 AID' ONLY I 8,7 I '49,6 I

59g,,5 '1 41 I
,714:78. It

55+3

. I -4,6 - I 4.9,-6 I Z,.9 I
. . , ..[--Z- 1?-1 -;.- .

L . ."'-"I ,
N COI;',!?{,. 143 1,Z:3, 21 1767

TOTAL . 5,1 ,9J.7, I...2- 1.,,Z0

.

#

s 1 s.

S.



a

. I

f TABLE'C-5, continued

-

Privat4
111.

-

ay It

t

. MEDIAN SAT' SCORE

ROW PACER .5-4 TiJ 95 -TO O.VCR

COU1NT ./
,ROW.

X I 87i 9'54 1122 . "TOTAL
ToT.X 1 'I . e I

_ 1 . ...4 I

3. 1 41 . I 912 I .172 I 74 ',I 382.
.FECERAOrA1-0 ONLY I 12,7 ,k 25,1" I 45,2' 1"19.2 19,14 / 41,6 1 28,7 .4 16,4 I 13,5-- 1.

I 2,2 I 4,8 1 ......3.,...0 '`' I ,3,7 I'.,. , _-I 1- . /.....-,:__--I--.. ... 7 - ./,,,
2 I 29 1 1.42 I 475 .1 287 1 934

FEC ih0 140114-4E_. I 3,2 1 1-3,3\ I 53.8 I 30.8 I 46,7
I 29,9.'1 42,6 j .46,5 I 52.-6- I
1 .1,5 1 7,11 / 23,7 I. 14,4 I -

-i I- 1
I , 1

. 3 1 28 V 96 I - 374 -1 4185 I . 683
Al:,, omy 1. 4,1 1 14,1 / 54,7 I 27,1 1 34.2-*

I 28,5 I 23,7 I . 36,6 I 34.0 ' I
I . 1,4 1 4, t3 I 18,7 I 9.3 r

- 1 1 --- 4 '- -'71- -''__... 1""" ----- I
eoLosi., 9d 334 1022 546 19/916..? -

iT7.---..--,TOTALN, 4,9 16 27.3 12 nF0
,

276

A ,

IS
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411



",

TABLE C-5, continued

Private 2-Year

ww.

COUNT
. IV4.-~ MEI). IAN- SAT 'SCORE ,

, , RO44 y,. It4N:E; 132:4 TO 952 TO '6R14(
COL X 4,820 963 10,1 TOLL.
TOT % I. I. )-4 '2 I 3_, 1r-------LI 1 1:,..------I , .

NI .1 2 7 1 34 I 0- 1 37
FECERAL- AID ONLY I 18,1 .1 81,4 1 ,z.z-. I -21,0. I 47,6 I 20.3 I 040. I

I 3.6, 1 170? 1 0.2 1

_ -17- , I 7111"7:_7_-'77.1 ir 7 1.z.7,.... *A- -_-_-_-
.2 I / 3 1 f: -38 1 6 I 47

FtC C NONr -FEC I 6,2. I 2,5 1 13.2 I' 26.5
I 1,9t9 1 N25,3 I 47,9 I

.
1 1.6 .1 21,4 I 3.5 1 .. e

. .1...,..,..,-.40-.... I
,I.

-4.-1_

3 I 5 I 81 j 7 1 9k
,NCN-FE QAI5 ONLY I 5,,.: I- 87,d I .7.2 -; 52.5

,.. . 1. 32.560 I- .4 V52,1 I t
. 1 2,6 I ".6.,0-51,---1 . 3.8 1

- -I 7.-:----.a---I - . - I. MI \ ( 14 ' 149 13 176
T 0 8,Z, d4,7 7.3 1:i.,13.Z

. 277

Vr

-

.

41.
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TABU C-5; continued

is

to'-V

Profit -Making

MEDIAN SAT SCORE'
, .MAT j

A114 x* IUNOER d4U TO 952 70 ROW ,

COL % I 8ZE 970 1130 ,T6A
TOT %

1
1 1 2 I 3 -)I

. I- -.1---------1+, " 1

1-- 23b I 1 z 1
s.
3 I 2,1.1 .

FECERAL AID ONLY I 93,9 I 4,6- I 1,5 I 457r
I 46,7 1 5414 I 12,7 1

1 42,5 1 .2,1 1 2.7 I

-!I

_

, J.' I-I*1
81..5 1 2,9 I 151,g 1 212.1

2 82
FCC ANDN04- E n t

,

I 18,7 I 15.8 I 63,9 I -f I* 1703 I ap.f.1 I
4

3.3 1I- -.1...._....4-...-1.7______I
3 i 162 I 5 I 6 1 I-63

NCN- ED AID ONLY 1 .93.2 / 3,4
I 3.6. 1 33,5

,I 34,6? 1 -29,1 I '23.4 I

A , 31.41 I -141 .1., 1.2 1

/ . COUP, -1--4-4739 I 14 25 444

I41 TOTAL glN 3,6 \ 5.2 1 zor.----

L

4 ,

0

;

23-
yr

I r

1,



I

TABLE C-5,`,.contin4ed f
Pr

Vocational

9

OUN 7 I
-MEDIAN SAT SCOREt

R qt4 % 1'.;v7,E. . d3Z 73. Q011
COL X I 87,3 9s3 'TOTAL

' 1 ) 1 % ,T .2,- 1 2 I

q i I--;,1----1---r----I
1 1 112 I 119

F ECERI, AI) ONLY 'I 93,9 I 6,1 I 7,5
4716 4613 I s

I 44,6 I 2-;?

2-5 I 2 I 27
EEC- AND NON-:E: I 93,4 I 6,6 0,6

I 1Z,6 I 11,4 I

I --. 919 i J7
------

3 j 99 7 135
-FEC OhLY I 93.7 I 6,3 I '41,9

1 41,9 F 4.24 5
I .39,3 :

. C%U!"1.-1 -26--1
' r 93,tft 4

.

1
t

9

S

8

.

-
\eV.'

t

it 4.

1

N,



5.

Ff.CER41. A

-

Rs.w %

cOu67 I

I .\:7'.1 Sit To 952 To ;OW
COL X I 872 953 11 01 TOTAL
l'oT X I 1 2 / 3 I
pi I I

1 I 35 Z I 1 I- 36
L.,0%t.Y. I 96,3 3,1 .1 '3,7 1. 31,4

I 33,7 21.0 I 17,1 I

, I--- 32,2 I O'IZ I i;2 I
I. I I

.
0 2 -I ' 17 I 1 .1 1 I 19

FE C AND 40,17FED I. 37,7 I 515 I 6.8 I- 16.4I -18'4 1 24,3 1 1.6,6 1

. I 14,4. I ...9 / 1.1 1

-T. 1 '--t---- I
I - A 5 I -63

N: -FED AI:* ()%i_y. I a6,1 I .5,.... I 8.6 "1 _ 52.2
I 5Z,2 .75, I 6.6.2 ..4

"1 45,0 I 2,5 7. 4.5 1

-`1 -I I I

C'.',LUm'c 125 , 4
. 8 115

TOTAI., 39,5 - 5,7 6.8 1::Za..

TABLE C-5, concluded

Other

MEDIAN SAT SCORE.

A

I
I

$

I

:



TABLE C-6

Packaging of Federal Aid to 1972-73 Aided Entering Full-Time Freshmen
by instkution Tuition Dependence
'arid Institution Type and Control

Public 4-Yeal.

TUITION 45 SHARE OF. ,

INSTRUCTIONAL BUDGET

COOT I

Rmw X T: 2z 26 To 6z.Tv7p Rom
Cf.a. % 1 Pr-PR:ENT PE'Cr--%' 'PE2crtiT ,

T3TX 1 1- 1 2 1, .3
w T.

I. 183 I 672 1 4-8 I 923
.FECERAL AP; ONLY I 2Z.3 I 741 c 1' 1 28.6

I 2911 1 29,? I 23.6 I

?1,3 I 1.55.8
,.._,,..1..- 1 --

, 62 1"--8/5-2

FEC AND NON---FE: I 4 17,6 1 74,9
i 7.5 1 6,2

1, 23,2 1 25;6 1 30.6 1

r 1 4,5 I 19,6
1 2.2 1

...1- . 1

3 I 422 1 1231 1

691 1INCK-Fg0 Alc ONLY 1 21,2 I /2,3 1

I' 47,9 A *44,4 I 45.8 I

I. 9,t I 3217 I 2.9 1

-I I
......I,

I

CTLJI." 63Z e321 '27,2 3152
TOTAL 22',7, 73,6 6.4 12a.2

4.

V

261
c

B.
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TABLE C-6,contiaued

Public 2-Ye'ar

TUITION AS SHARE OF
INSTRUCTIONAL BUDGET

COOT j
Row x ;..2 TO 22 23 10 OVER R04,
C% V. I PERCE\T PERCENT TVAL
TCT X.'. I . 1 1 2 / 34 -1"

1 296 I 1Z5 I 41 '445
FERAL "©hLf I 66,5 I 2403 I 9.2 1 27.3

I 29,4 r. 2213- I 34.2 I ,
i, 1813 1 6,. .5

11- 1_.......,_1 -------I
7( I 177 127 '1 16 I 322;._..FEc---milist----75-7.1

1 35.,6 I 5.3 18,2'I 17sP I 2j,5 I 13..3 I
4 I 1Z18 I *'615 r , 1.2''

"1 I ---"'''-`1.
3 1. '53.3 I 325 4 . 53 . 901

tich-FE-g,All oNLY' .: 5911 I 4.5,9 I 7.2 : 54,7
i ,e I 7.e. , 7 1 5?.6 1

I 32,41 I 17,',5 I 3,8 . r

t1..,.., .
'.. -1 ------- '''.1.----/----.1

$'-gf., '52z 12Z .646
: .

,,."'A... , A
-..I.. 4:40 7..2 3

1

+4,

A

:2's3
4

4

4:-

t

Of

A



_

A .

TABLE C-6, continued

, .

Prievate.

-."
.10

.TUITION AS SHARE OF
INSTRUCTIONAL BUDGET ,

CCIAT 1

.
,

R,,,,,i %,, 122 TO '6Z 'OVER 62 RO4
CCL X I PrRCENT PEHOFiT TCTAL
TOT X I 2 1 3 I

I I
.

I

/ -t I , 6 ;-' 27 I 33
FECERAL A j &LY 17,8 I 82,2 I 19,7

/r 18.2 I 23,E I

3,5 J-- 16, I

.F_EC AND 10%.1FE:
2

I
I

I

3 I

%CK-FE0 AID CNLY-I

j

TOTAL

F 8 I 37
`1.8,4 I .51,6 I - 2745.2
26,2.'1 27,5_
5,2 I 22,2" I

18 I 72 I. 9
2.7r i 79.9 I 53.1
55,7 I 52,5- I

I 42,4

22 35

19,2 tIZd

alr

.284

.

t

, or
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TABLE C -6, continued

TUI-TION. AS SHARE OF

INSTRUCTIONAL BUXET
,

Is *
. COUNT ! 1

.

ROW x : j ".2 To 60 OVER 52' ROB iff 4 A
COL X ' 1 PFRCEN T PEKE YT 10Tii. i

TO.T X I 2 1 ..i. I .
.

,
1

/- '4 I 9- 1 94 .--,--

FECERAL's.AI: ONLY I 411 I 95.9 I -47.6 o .

.

i fln, Z 1 46,6 I .

.

.

I 1.9 I .45,7 I

.

..I 1,....z. -- ....! .

2 I S '1. 48 I 48.
FEC AhO NON-U: . 1 . ;,0 i 1:10.01 I .244

.i ql. 1 2417 i
j

.
2,Z., I 24,2 I

I
1 " --1.

tr

3 I 0 I 56 I'
NCN-FSO-*AIO ONLY. I 2,0 I 10Z,J *1 28,2

t
I 0,3 r 28,7

I

.

I ZIZ I ,2.9, !!.. .
./,'

r .1 sa
l - ,

.

I

Cg011% 4 '193 197
TOTAL 1.9 98,1 100,Z

285

O



a
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TABLE C-6, continued
,

_

.

.

11

Vocational:.

.

TUITION AS SHARE OF
. INSTRUCTIONAL BUDGET

ReCwOUZ,T

1UP Te 2Z 23 TO 60 OVER 6Z
COL X I PERCE'T PERCENT PERCENT

ROW

TOTAL _
TOT,% 1 * 1 1 2 ./ 3 .

1 At
I .. I I- I .

,,, 1 1
4 I

*3-, °"! 18 -I, 25-FuEiut. A1: ONLY I 17,5 I 11,d I 70,7 I 36,1'
I
I

52,3 I 49,5 I .33,Z6,3 1 4)2 I 25,5
I
I , -:.

I: _ I
. 2 1 2 I ,,* 3 1 -4 6

PEC ANO `JC'-i -FED I 31.9 1. 0,"4_ 1 68.1 I 8,0 -
t

,,1 21.3- 1 j.? 1 7.1 1
..... -1 216 r.1 C/I? I 5,5 I

3 11 2 1 4 1 32 I 38tCh-FEb 1 11,6 I. 82,7 I 55.9
7.4 1 26/4 1 6'., I- 59,9 I

I 3,2 I 6,5 I 46,2 -1

. I 8 7 53 69
TOTAL 12,1 10.3 77,2 L70.8



TABLE C-6, ,Concluded'

Other

TUITION AS SHARE OF
_ INSTRUCT tONAL BUDGET-

S

-HOW X .14P T 2Z 2.24, TC 6Z OVER RO
dot. 4 P7PCENT. PERCENT PERCENT
TST I 1 1 2 1 3 1
......---.........p.- I I '' I

1 I 2 I I Z *I 8 I 1 8FECCRAL'AIO ONLY I ileZ I/ 0(Z 1'1;10.2 I 48.8
. r z, ,A,c 00 I- 57,4 II .C,Z I rZ4,, I 48.8 I.

, .4....." -_,,/........-.......,/ 11
2 I. l I a It. ,2 I 3

F,Ea AND 40%:-FE: I "32-,6 7,Iq I 69t4 I 21(9f -Jr

- 122;12 I 17.9 I
I 6,7 I I *15,2I - I3 I, Z- I 1 1 3 5

NCN-FED A 212 I." 28',5 I 71.5 F 29.3
I z ii;41, /3 I 24.6 I

p...5

cctum, i. k..1 13 . , 3.5
TOTAL 6.1 8,3 I ,84.9.

.4

4

4.

I

e

-IC

1 s

-r

. iv, "-:.



% TABLE C-7

s,

Packaging of" Federal Aid to 1972-73 Aided EnteHng-Fult-Time-Fieshmen
by Available institutional Aid Funds.
and institution Type` and ContrW

.

Public 47Year

DISCRETIONARY-OD FUNDS .

AS SHARE OZ
STUDENT BUDGET

COUNT- j

Ong 5.- :Raw

COL X I PrRtE0 PERCENT TOTAL
'TOTX I '1I 2

FECERAL 46 ONLY

3

hC1\4ED AID ONLY

COLUmN
'TOTAL

O

a
I

1 -- -----

I 321
I 3&,1
1 28,3-
I .12,4

I 567 8,88:
43f9 I

I 2901 I

1 18,4

I
321

I 524 I. ,825
1 37,4 1 26,1

I 26,5 I .25,9 1%

9,8 1 1614
/ /. -/

1 513 I -3-7-b I 13'3B

I- 374 I 631;? 1 45,t
I 45,2 I 45, t I

'I1616 '25,4 .

.1 .

1i35 194 3081
36,8 63+2 IZO,Z

2S

4
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' TABLE C -7,, continued

-

Public 2-Year

I

DISCRETIONARYAID FUNDS
AS SHARE OF
STUDENT BUDGET

COOT I
.

I ROW.% 1UP TO 5 OVER 5 ' STA
. COL.14 I'l PERCENT PERCENT TOTAL

4.

0

,

J

TOVX I' 1 'I 2 "1.

l.
.., I I

L. I 112 12 1 123 1

-iFECERAL AI) ONLY I 71i7' I -281 I

t
, I 26,9 1,,, 27,1. *4

. L 1914 I -'7,7 I
. i

f m! - ..1.77...,k"
2 1 237 i 57 1

:FEC.ANO\NOIA-F:E: I B216, I 4914 I
,1 1.n,4 1 12,7 I

--I 1.4.7 I 3.5 I

435
27,1

'294
18.3

.

4

/

i

:

/

/

.1 71 I
N.

\

3 1 629 I 2 &9- I 879
ACT' -FED AIC ONLY 1 69,3 I 30.7 I- 54,7

. -.
'. I 52,6- I t9 I

I ,37,9 1 16,Zi 1 1
.1, I I

. 0,

- COLUI1 1138 480 1607
,

TOTAL 72 ' 2811k, 1p,0

4 I,

. 8-9
.

3

. - Yf . re--.

P. ,
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'TABLE C-7, continued,_

*

A

Private 4-Year

DISCRETIONARY AID FUNDS
AS SHARE OF
STUDENT BUDGET

1 4-

f

-.,

COU14.17 I

ROW x IUP *TO ,5 OVER 5 Roti

..001. % 1 PERCENT. Pct!Cf.Er 'TOTAL
TOT % 1 01 A 2' /

I
--* I -.L.- "1

1 _ I 96 261 I 357
FECERAL. A1O ONLY- I 26,9. I 73,1 1- 1.8.7

-) - I 18,6 I 18,8 r

1 5,3 I 13,7 I

.i.. - I - I .
2 .1 223 I 698. 1 92Z

FEc,ANO NO0,-FE: I 24,2 I 75,8 I ,4s,2
I 42,9 01 '52,2 / .

I 11.7_1 46,6. 1

-,I I I

3 I. 2Zt - 1

. ,.

43,tticit-FEO AIC ONV" 1. -31,6 I 68,4 I4
I

336.31
33,5 -.51,i.

1
I .

.

.

1.4-12.5, I 22.6 .1
-1 '-' *-1 '''. 1

1390 1929
27.2 72, 8 1304

I
COLUMN
TOT I.1..

5.8

E

t

t
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TAB C-7, continued

, ,

Pr i vete 2-Year

DISCRETIONARY AI FUNDS

'AS SHARE OF
."-STUD,ENT BUDGET

COtMT I

rioW A Ii.;? TO 5 OVER %
TOTALCOL X .1 Prq41ENT PEtiCENT TOTAL

TOT X j 1 j 2 / .

I I
,6 I 17 I 33

CECERAL AI) PALM I 49,8' ,. 5012 1 21,24
j 18,6 j 244 j

t I 13.5 I 10,6I S. -I
2. I 213 I I 45

VEC' AO NO"IrFE^ 1 62,9 .67,1, I 28-.5..
I , 24.4

18,2 13,.6
-r

43 I . 35 .1, 79
INC,h,FEO A it ONO' I 55,3 4-5.0 1 53,4

° 49,4 , I 5116 I
:

t-vI 2;17 I 22,7 j
I I- ---

COLUI4N 88 69
,Ar TOTAL 56, 2 43,8 120

0,
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TABLE C7, continued

r 14f

Profit-Maktnj

RET1ONARY AID FUNDS_-
'AS SHARE OF
STUDENT BUDGET'..

COWN.7
ROW UP 36 5 :OVER ROW'

VCOL PcRcE,N3 PERtOT TOTAL
TOT X . 1 1 2

", I 26 I 18 I*.)FzCERAl. 5AIC :ONLY I 5p,6 I Alti! ,50
44

6
54,9 -1 ./

I 29,7 t 2;3,9 "1
.1 1-- ,

2 I 7. 1 16 I -23"
FEC ADD NC",-FE: I 7 l 695 I 246,4

.., I, 59,4 1

-I. 1 I 1A,3*,..

6 I Z
ON[ Y. I 72,d I 29,2 I 23,2

3 Z, I. 1.41q 1.
I 6:1

.,I - -

COLD 'v 47 4, 4'4 I 88
54,0 46 93 4104

41.

4

4.

1

,
, I

z



TABLE C-7, continued

Vocational

I v`

DISCRETIONARY AID FUNDS
+ AS SHARE OF

STUDENT BUDGET

COUNT I m

R,11,4 X !UP TO 5 OVER 5 . Row
COI. x I

Pr.Rf:ENT ?EHCENT TOTAL
ToT x 1 1_ 1 ,-2 I

.
1

7.----, ...-/

..
A ' T 22 ,I 3

I 25.

. FECERAL ALI ONLY I: a9i4 1 10.6 i 42.6
.

I 39.9 1 100,0 I

I 33,1 I ".415 I

.I I. I.

2 I 0, 1 '

FEC AND1N04-FE.: L tv,,z / 3,4 9,5
i I .1.Z.= I 4.0 4

-
1 9,5, t4 j$Z

I

'. 1 . j
.

3 'i. 28 1 4 A 28
INCN-co AID ONLY I 1:-:,,J I d,B I

47,9

I 53.1 1 ?,4 1

*1 47,9 I ?,4, I
44

.1. -- 7 -- -.71
I Nre.`

COLUm% 56 3 58 ,

TOTAL 95,5 4,5 .104.0

293
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TABLE C -7, concluded'

'Other.

DISCRETIONARY AID RADS-
AS SHARE OF

STUDENT BUDGET

:

RoCwayr

. Cct. x I' Pr-RcEtv-T PERCENT T9TAL
TOT -X I i1 1 . 2 /

4.. -,0.- - - ---- - i .....__ . _ ,i . I
1 0 4 I 4

FECERAL AID ONLY .1.- 3,-s: 100,2 .1 35;5
I 2,2 I 4913 I ..
I .3,3 -1 .351:: iI I i i

2 I 3 /1 0
1 3

FEE AND -NE'J-Ft- 4 izzlz I 042 I -,27.6.

.3 I.'
hCX-FED A I7 ONLY I

CDLUmN
TOTAL

r. 4 Zysi,

27,e I 3 0

-?: 5 I
2,2 I 102,1!
2,2
3,3 I 46.9 r

3 9 12
2T 6 72,4 120,2

- 5
36-, 9

'?"

II,

a.

4
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CHAPTER V 7

PATTERNS OF FINANCIAL AID OFFERS, TO 1972 HIGH-SCHOOL GRADUATES

Student 'financial aid, among otAgr factor, influences both decisions

"'")
whether to enroll and where to enroll. The significance of differences in net

2

.price (costs of attendance minus student aid) on enrollment and choice decisions

has 'been a subject of considerable research and debate. Part of thedebate

centers on,instilutional behavior.: to what extent are financial aid packages

-- their amount -and composjtion -- used to induce students to enroll at in-

diyiduaI institutions?

This chapter provides a descriptive view of the finan* vial aid. packages
- -

'offered by two qtr three alternate institutions to the sau& prospective post?

secondary student. The data extend the analysis of the distribution of actual

awardspreesented in Chapter IV by.including aid offers'from institutions con-
.

sidered but not'attended. The data will also p

variatie'analysis of packaging in Chapter
. q

\ . ..

aid offers at alternate institutions do not differ fundamentally from aid

e a bridge to the multi-
.

-

Specifically, we argue hereithat

actuallyreceived. Hence, an examination of the peclpging_of,aid distributed

also provides a"gOod representation of aid offered,at alternate choice insti-

-tutions.

'Earlier research on financial-aid offers,has been quite sketchy. /

Other studies have considered the influence

awards. See Friedman and Thompsdh (1971); Friedman, et al (1973); College

Entrarine ExaminitNn Board, (1970., Spies (1973) reported*that aid packages
offered by up to th?ee highly selective institutions-to applicants tended tdo'
be'cidi-te similar in amount (as was their practice), but differed In composi-

tion (i.e., relatively more or less grant and scholarship afd). No effort was

made to .search for the source of these differences. ' -

- 295
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Using information provided by 1972-73 freshman financial aid applicants, Johes

(1975) found larger, more. favorable aid packagEs were offered to the better

qualified high school graduates (as 'measured by their, ACT scores). In a,receht-

,

study employing the 41..S, G. Jackson (1977) has-puovided 4 more comprehensive

view of the effects of financial aid offereon enrollment demand, and ipsti-
- ,.

tution choice. Of interest for this 'report, Jackson identififtefamilyincome .

or SES, racial/ethnic arouw, and high school grades or standardized test scores

as key influences on the probability of receiving an aid offer .., In addition

to these factors, student costs'of attendance and die median achievement test

score for the freshmen class significantly. influence& the amount of financial

aid offered.
.

- .

. Of equal litterest, Jackson reported that: (1) a majority (55 percent) of

.
.

entering freshmen applied to ply one institution; and (2) of those applying.

td more than one instiPltion, the key attributes of the alternate choices

were quitesiMilar. Taken together, these fine-rigs suggesethat differences

among aid offers to individual students emerge more from differences in
a

institutional attributes, such as budgets, than from attempts by similar

institutions to compete-for-desired students. j.

The data presented below reinforce these conclusions.. Of those accepted

to at least one postsecondary institution, nearly two-thirds applied to and

were accepted at a single institution. Further, those with multiple aid
,

offers recorded remarkably similar packages.

A. Measurement of the Variables'

The packaging of financial aid offers is presumed.to be influenced by

(selected student and institution attributes --'family income, student gcNeve-
. . .

296
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..
. . ,

ment/ability,'racialiethnic group)linttitution type and control., and institution

. 4
---,

.
.
selectiiity. These variables, have beep defined above.

. .

The financial aid offer data come from items 82 to 84 of the First Follow- :
..

., .

Up survey instrument. Importantly, the number of respondents who 4dentified

.themseTved as. enrolled in postsecondary education in this section differs sub- 7

%tantially.from the counts obtained in Sectio B of the questionnaire and through

telephone follow-up interviewsp We make no-attempt,to reconcile these differences

.

her67-1
.

, .._
.

. N
.

.

To .examitepatterns of aid offers, institutional alternatives applied,to .'
1

,

but not accepting the respondent were excluded. Simply, aid offers would croft

be forthcoming from -institutions whiCh rejected an application for admission.

Al a result, a-number of respondents, listing; one, two or three choices were
.

_ _identified as having no,.one, or two "potential" aid offers. The analysis .

sample, therefore, includes only those 'respondetswho have applied to and
I .

been accepted'at least one postsecondary institution.

1

Respondents were-asked,to rank 'their choices, although the 'exact. meaning.

I

/A comparison of simple.descriptive stAjstics indicates that the aid offer' .

sample includes slightly lower income.146Wer ability, and more minority re-
spondents than the enrolled sample(employed,in Chapters IV, VI, and VW),
.Specifically among respondents in the enrolled sample, mean availablejncome
(AYk)came to $4,046, mean ?AT store measured 806,'and.the racial/ethnic dis-

, tribution,broke down to 81.8 percent white, 10.8 percent black, and 3.2 pert

cent hispanic. From the aid bffer sample, morn available income amounted
to $3,769, mean SAT score measured 763, and whites, blacks and hispanics '-

accounted f-Or 79.+1 percent, 12.6 percent, and 3.6 percent o-r-th-respondents

respectively.
..,These differences are as one mould expect, since- the,ald offer sample

included those who did not enroll. In general, the-comparisons suggest that,
miring data-and non-response biases in the aid.-offer sample may not be so -

large as to preclude drawing usefurinferences,from the available, reported
data.

297
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. ,v . I
,

is .---. .

to be. attached to these rankings is unclear. / The alternatives have been I...
- , .,

re ;ordered in the tables below iccording4to the _size of the total aid
r

pakage. ,",'

. > - .
.'

,
, .

. Patterns ofjinancial Aid Offers ,

. .
.: ;

Reported aid offers within seleCted,student'and instituti groups are
. .. .

. . .
.

presented below.

in Table V-1, aid-'6ffers to respondents accepted at one, two, or-three ,

postsecondary institutions are shown. Note, pattcularly, that on- ly
%
36 pe r-

. '

.
s/ . . .---

cent of all HIS respondents applied to and were accepted.at more than one

institution (an estimated 334,500,withtwo institutions, 155,900 with 'three).

Nearly-two-thirds of all entering freshmeA apparently.weighed Only one
, 4,. r'

.

"potential" aid offer. This finding suggestsfthe etent of possible price t

competition may be limited,

Of those with multiple acceptances, the key difference in the financial

aid offer data appeared to be the shares receiving more than ong aid offer.

Specifically, 7 'percent -of respondenti with too acceptances reported

-receivtng two eiti offer packages. Abput.22 percent of those with two accept-
. I

ancis received only one offer. The differences in multiple aid offer's were
.. . .

i. .

even more pronounced among the 1972 high school graduates.accepted at three
. . C I

institutions. Of these,4 percent received three offers, 10 percent received

two offers, and 33 percent received a single offerof aid.
1

. /As 11:,_ Jackson (1977) oints out, a first choice could be the institution .

attended or be a favored alternative which was not attended due to financial_
4 or other reasons. The bias scald operate in either - direction and incon-

sistently among respondents. Hence, the meaning of the rankibg is unclear.
. . . .

. .

.4

"Am

ti



.
-

V-5

TABLE V-I

A CoMparison of Financial) Aid Offers to 1972 H
Accepted at. One 'or More _Postsecondary

(bollar amounts based on aid recipient

Percent Attending

.

4

igh School Graduates
Institutions N

within group)

One Institution :-Two Institutions'
Only a

r

Only a
.

School 1 School 2.'

.84.85 .1 7'62).44, 31.39

Percept Receiving'Offer, 20.04.: .29.30 6.6

-L.'s OF THOSE RECEIVING OFFERS:'
6

Total Aid Offered *. $1,023

Scholarship A4c1 Offered 454,

$1.,28o -$952.

.648 586,

Job Aid Offered
(45

154 g' 73

-;-)Loan Aid Offered , 424 481

.
/-. ti

Weighted. n (000's) 874.4 :

4

-

334.:5 334.5

'

.
, , . .

a Includes only institutions which have accepted applicant,
a mount of total aid offered. ,

'

'40,
-!,,,

-.

-, .

1
..

, . 99
4

, i '
)

,

ti

.

. Three Institutions a

School": I School 2

-;"

ScVoof

se,-"'"

cfr2:711. 16.89 45.:30

47.90 14.49 4.52.

r
$1,485 $1,380 S1,372

.903 552 : 951
I

128 .110 66 .

41 - 324 354

. .

155,9 155:9. '155.9

4-

Schools ranked according to

a_

-

% %
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./..1

d ifferences prObably emerges from the institutional
.

options selIcted. Those with three aid ens were more likely to have beeh
(.,-. -.,

1

--

...

accepted at and considering private and highly selective colleges. The TuFtiple
. . . .

,
-

t.. _
1

offers were helping to Meet the greater-costs of attendance (hence, greater need)
, ,...

' . . .

) at-these institutions.

. - I /
. , f.

,

_When average aid offers to those receiving offers are compared, a remar able .0

similarity In the amounts and composition.of the offers is
'

apparent. Of those
/.

ivtth two acaeptance,p,.the amounts of each type of aid tended to be greater

at school 1 Notably, the somewhatiarget aid Rackages reflected the larger

share of private institutions within-this group- Similar-1 /, of* those with ---
. ,

three offers, sekool I packaged a somewhat greater
,

amount of aid (about

$1,489) particularly loan aid ($491 compared to about $950 'for 'school and 3

'offers). As noted earlier, bOwever, school 1 offerkng aid tended to private.

and highly-selective. Hence, differences in student costs can account for 'the
1.

packaging differences which emerged.

4

Tabled V12 throogh.V-4,permif a comparisdm of multiple acceptances and

multiple offers across'family.incope, racial/ethnIcr and student achievement

ability groups. Generally, the patterns' within the partitioned groups

-1`

-mirrored those just discussed for all respondents:

BAs one would expect, the data in Table V-2 indicate that the percentages

, -

of respondents receiving single and multiple aid offers drops'across family

income quartii. A'slight decline in total aid offered appears across.

/

ihebe,groups avwell. However%ince the higher income respondents were

mo re likely, tb be weighing offers from higher priced private institutions,
sf '0,

I
.

their 0-eater expected parental. support was partly offset by greater college
.

Costs.

II 4
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vTABLE V-2

t,f Financial Aid 2bffers rO 19721I gh
, (Dollar amounts based on aid re

,as- terisk denotes fewer than 20.recipilts in sample partItlop)
'

School Graduates by
Tents within' group;

Fathily inCome

OLY INCOME ' : AI0 OFFER GROUPS /,
'7-00ART-Ilt ...,,

',.,1 , .,.., . .-

. .*

. 0
Two- Instrtutons '.Three. Institutions'

, -

4chool 1 School 2-

"V
-

LOW
.0--

f

r
Percent Receivihg Offer'

OF THOSE RECEIVING DEFERS:

TotalcAid Offirld

.S0holarship Aid Offered

Job Ai d Offered
.4)

Loan Aid Offered

LOWER MI Olkiir

Percent Recerving Offer

I

A-

OF THOSE RECEIVING .OFFERS:

Total -Aid Offered

'Scholars'hip Aid Offered_

. Job Aid Offered

Loan Aid Offered

400 00 AN

50.19

51 ,490

817

4
ti

493

V ;School 2
- - -

.4 3
S.

6o.od

.602

i35 -,

318

47.24 12.84

$ 1 , 314

852

4 OP

252

418.
.

, -

$1,4o9?

2 917

f 53;59.. ,24.31

$ 872

648 537.

,

180
-,-47'

. *

- 487 .280

411

is

..
.\

. ./. 1
-f

- I..._
-.. -,

.1 $1,723
.6

$1,394
/

-$1.1,31:)*--

*. (.

1,098 8-18

4t9

A47 452

4

0

.555 '

71

/672.
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TABLE Vloi-concluded,-...

ta
.s

V

. 4cr .
. .. * .

..

FAM1,1:11' iticOHE
's .e. , 'AID:OFFEll GROUPS e

"QIJAP.-TII.E "_' t
1

-
., - -

1 -. , , NO institutions

- . tax a. ...v.-4.
, : ,- '
4

... . .
";School I School 2 School' I : School 2 School 3k

,-. . _ ; -.. ,... . ..
\', y

Three Ins_tisutrons

"UPPER71116DI:E- *'
rereent 'Receiving Offer . , 10,34 6.40

,

40.50
. .

7,..,- OF THOSE RECElyllIG OFFERS: .
.4 . .

'*-.. . .

Total' Aid POffe'red

%

;
6

.

t:.

rO° lsh i i A i d Offere
5'47

)
64 956: 857 .1,196p*1.,

. 4

$1,150. Sl,000.*

r6.68

,

4

$1,,585 $1,283 $1,505*

Job`Aid Offered 138 16. 148 =114 21

<

loan -AidAid Offered: 465 " 34'

. '

484 dr . 512 289 -
. .

HIGH
.

Percent Receiving Offer' 14.19 2.07 21.86 8.64

OF THOSE RECEIVING OFFEriS:

Total. Aid Offered

Sal!! arshlp d Offered

Job Aid Offered

Loan. Offered
. - 7.

6

$.1,184 $ 773*. $1,340 $1,424 $1,p524*

648 676 849

99 13

'437
J.

.48

105

255

inilwdes. only jnselpitions which have. accepted a 01 cant Schoils

,ranked according to amount ff total aid, offered.

,

362

1,206
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. TABLE V-3

/ =

A Comparison of Financial Aid Offers to 1972. Htgh chool

t , by Student- Achievement/Ability ScOrLe

Graduates'

(Doll& amounts -based on aid" recipients w thin group;
asterisk denotes fewet -than 20recipients n s mpie partition).

.5

4CHIVEHENT/A8.4141: . , AID OF GROUPS

GROUPS .-t . .".
Two lnptitutions- =4 'Three 'Institut:161A". . ..p.77- ---0.21.y.. ---L-

, ., .

-LOW

Perce6t Receiving Offer

.,OF THOSE -RECEIVING OFFERS;

4.

Total Aid Offered

Scholarship Aid Offered

Job Aid Offered

_

School- 1 School 2 School ,f .Schobid 2 School :3

7

30.72 6.07 3 10.33' 72.66
.1.

t

$1,240

186

'. ....

Loan Aid Offerek 524 280 5h3 , 329 3014
. . /-4,

$4,418 - $1,278 789*.

720. 451

155 48- '345

LOWER MINCE

- Percent Receiving Offer

OF THOSE RECEIVING OFFERS.:

.Total Aid Offered

Scholarship Aid Offeted

`,Job Aid Offered'

4

- Loan Aid .Offered
C

Ono

.

24.01

I 4

4.56 12.33 4:38 V,

...., ,._.., ... , . ..

$1=391 $ 9434 . 41,799
.
$,452. $1,-952*

4 . . r
o.,

662 592 . 1,176. 916 1;464
.

4
550

o

44' 202 154 Cr'

.

307 418 389 k

303

(cont,inued-)

91
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-" ACHI,E_VEMERT/ABIL !TY,

._

GROUPS
.

uPP1 mteCLE,()-.

)

..4"e

Percent'Receift.vi g Offer

TABLE V-3, concluded

AID-OFFER' TVOU

. .

Ti b institutions

! .

Three institutions at

2 Scktool 3

.
#chool 1 Sadol, 2 - SOocrill' Soho

-:n

OF THOSE RECEIVIN6 OFFERS:

Total Aid Offered

Scholarship Aid Offered

Job 'A.id Offered,

0

Loan Aid Offerol. 508 -

29.14 6,89
4

.#

i.

32'415 4 V9.80

-

$1,177 958 $1,206 $1,214

566 .,508 687 816

103
A

J; /
HIGH ."

I'

#

Percent Receiving Offer 35.911 11.52. 44.42 20.65 7.89

OF*THOSE RECEIVING / OFFERS:

Total Aid-offered $1,438 $1,172 $1,601 S1,;61.2

scholarship Aid.PfterEd

Job Aid Offered 139. 87., 104

.-,

;
Loan AN Off'ered. 406 200 5r2 389

. 520

:kt

alnciudes only institutions which-have accepted applicant. InstitutionS.
ranked accordrng to amount of total aid offer: ,

304
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(Dona a

'asterisk `demo

-RAC IAL/ETNNIC'GR7"

4.

e

-/

WHITE

Perten-Receiving Offer

Ai THOSE RECEIVING OFFiRS:,

4, Total. Aid Offered

r

Scholarship Ala Offeted .

$1,219 $ 924 -51,366. $1,305 $1,315-

602 605. . 763 886 903

Job Aid Offered 153 64 133 101 46

A.0, Offered

.

BLACK

Percent Receiving Offer

.464 271 464 311 394

44.46

OF THOSETHOSE RECENINGOFFERS:
-

c Total Aid *Offered

.4

` Scholarship Aid Offered

Job Aid. Offered.

LoaR Aid Offered

7

g

.10.22 26.97 6.56

f

c
c.$1,484 $1,018 $2,272' .$1,551 $1,585*

.0-

659 489 1:686 1,020 1,313

NtoI 121 117 - :164 1,07

701c 411 422

( cont inued

436 .183



TAM* V4, co. luded

Peiceilt Receiving

-4,

of THOSE RECEOG OFFERS:

.

OFFER GROUPS ,
:
T wo inst, Three lnstitutionse

Ohl? a

4

,$-choo 1, 1: Sch. oo

. . *

:1'55,67

Total Aid Offered

Scholarship.Ald Offred.

Jbb Aid Offered.

Loan Aid Offered

'$1,220 ,

914

School 1.Schoo1\2 Schoo:3

OM/ 'IMOP OM/ ,0
f

59.00 38.31 1,35

$2 120* $1,80* $3,158*

4,/

442 1,529 1;987 1,632

122 45 122 : -149 '0

185 298 471

Percent tleteiving Offer 43.53 6.59

OF THOSE RECEIVING OFFERS

Total Aid Offered

1?8*

46.05 16. 7.46

e

$1,534 $1,477* $1,121* $1,371 $ 938*

''Scholarship-Aid Offered 972, 708 712 670

Job
Aid Offered 0227 .308 110 24 40

4 ,

Loan-Atd Offered 335 44.6 424 263 .228

i

'..

alncludes only institutions which have accepteCtapplicant.-
Schools ranked adcycling to amount of total aid offer:

3 0



. Within groups, few striking differences emerged in the packaging of aid
0

. offers. Of those with two acceptances, larger amounts of aid Were offered by

school 1; this group included more private institution's fan did the school

2 group of institutions offering aid. Aid offers from school 1 add school 2

groups for those with three, acceptances tendedto be similar,-as rell. Th'e
. , . . _ ? ,

- :

somewhat greatiatal aid packages Oilfered by school 1 institutions in the
I. 4 . '

middle income-quartiles (measuring $1,723 and $1,585) tracks well with the

ftlattvelii lirger share of private, hence fiigher priced, institutions in these.
,c

t ,,, .
p

groups.
.-

Generally, more talented high scho0.1 graduates were more likely to receive

,sjngfe and multiple aid offers. From Table V -3, 31, and 37 percent of

A
low ability freshmen with two and three college acceptances; respectively, were

.
. s

offered financial aid. For higher ability freshmen,- the shares receiving at

least One aid offer were 36 percent and 41 percent.

Further, total aid offered tended toincrease *across student ability

groups, With the largest offers averaging $1,240 and $1,418 for recipients of

offers in the low abi.iity group up to $1,438 and $1,601 foc.respondents'with

offers in the high ability group. These findings mirror those reported for

bid reapients in Chapter IV.

'Within groups, differencesin aid offers between school alternatives 1

and 2.se& to,have 6eflected differences in costs of attendance.. Of re--

spondents with two acceptances, those reporting_offers from school 2 generally

-weighed aid packages from a group of institutions Which contiined
J

elatively/
et -...d.

.. ;t'v. . .

fewer private, higher priced colleges The composition of the population of .

c -

institutions offering ad to those with three acceptances dif49ed only in

r

0

4-



% , 1

die lower,middie *11,11.ty group. Here, as might bOnferrjed, school I offers

.camefrom a-,group with relatively more private institutions.
4

- . The data in,TabpTe V-41 indicate that black students with multiple acceptances'
F. . / ----51 .

- ,. ,,-.
, - ;were more.likely to 'receive aid offers. About 30 percent of whites and nearly:.

k
r

?
. . .

50 +cent of blacks received an offer from at lest one' instYtution. Moreover,
41.--- .

'bladk freshmen received larger aid offers than did Whites, in spite of the
f - _

fact blacks tended to apply to, and be accepted at, fewer higher priced
.

_.

.

. .-:- o

PnstktutIons. Since minority families were more likely to be low income as

well, the racial/ethnic partition probably epflected underlying differences In
. ,

'financial id capacity to pa 'y foredurationat:expeisese

Again, among those with two acceOtadce4 differences in thecost of

attendance probably .satcountalA for. a large share of thediffefencq- in aid

packages. The greater al offers, including larger.loarClipounts, in the
.

. -

school 1 group came from a relatively larger number of private instilutions.

Since more selective institutions tended to be higher cost, ,public and

,
,

private founer..colleges, a.larger share of Multiple acceptance students

considering these institutions should ha ve received offers. In fact, except

- for the non-selective group of institutions, this obsgrvation'aypearep.to be
_

true among treshmeh in 1972-73. Fiorp TableV:5, about 30 percent of 'those

e

with more than one acceptance received anoaid offer.frow:a less selective'--

institution. n estfinate'd 35 to ito percent of those accepted at hightyk.:

selective insiitaions received an aid offer. - g-

t

With theiexception of non-selective idst1tution6, aid offers from school

.
I institutions Were,greater than offers from school 2 institutions (corn-

prised of greater amounts 'Of grant and scholarship aid or loan aid, or both)

30j
1
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TABLE V-5

A Comparison of Financial Aid offers to 072 High School Graduates.
P by Median Achievement/Ability Score, at Postsecondary Institution

; (pol_lar amounts bated on aid recipients within group;
asterisk denotes fewer than 20 recipientt in sample partition]

-"if .
...

MEEHAN ACKIEVEMEIV-
ABILITY COOP

Alb-OFFER GROUPS
A

.Two Institutions: Three Institutions-,

2g1X.a.

School School 2

awn ono.. MIN

LOW

`Percent Receiving Offer 31.44 10.67

of THOSE RECEIVING OFFERS:

School j School 2 choOl 3
.

-t=r

43:51 . 13.31 2.51

- Total Aid Offered $1,495 $ 918* $1,377
C
$1,585* $1,833*

Scholarship Aid-Offered 388 c 422 471, 1,022 956

a.

Job Aid Offered 289 140 . .163 '139 319

Loan 'Aid Offered 817 356 738 428 558

(LOWER MIDDLE

Percent Receiving Offer 28.18

OF THOSg'REWVING OFFERS:

/

5.84. , 31.16 10.48 4.01

.

Total Aid Offered- $1,436' $ 668 881 $1,135 $1-,272*

4 . I
i 4,

.

Ti, Scholarship Aid Offered 529 -' , 261' 1,104 744 923
2..w

,14.

Job-Aid Offered

Loan Aid Offered

t63_ 103

444 274

(conta19)

164 ,191 100

-292 200 : 224
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TAB4 V-5 , concluded

MEDIAN ACHIEVEMENT`!' AtD OFFER GROUPS
-.A81LUTY GROUP. a

Two Institutions Three%IdsijtutipnsL Only P),

UPPER MIDDLE

Percent Receiving Offer

0
, .

t

School F .Schoal
S.

2 4 School L SchooP2 School 3"
-.- -

. .

. OF THOSE RECEIVING OFFERS.:

Total Aid Offered

Scholarship Aid Offered'

C

Job Aid Offered

Loan Aid Offered

41.

HIGH

Percent Receiving Offer

6.61 12.84 3:94

$1,209 $ 89V V;265 $1,044 $1,09tt

. 583 §35 624

146 45. 129 117 25

..A.

477 1917

34.65

t

39.49

64e .

272 ict

20.41 6.68

OF THQSE RECEIVING OFFE(S:,

Total Aid Offered

Scholarship Aid,Offered

Job Aid Offered

Loan Aid Offere,d

$1-,527

975

118

433

$1,550

1,007

79-

:

450

-$2,198 $1,828 $1,7221tw

1,671 1,357 1,168

-109 59 -45

-418 407 494

Includes -only institutions which have accepted applicant. Schools
ranked according to amount of total aid offered:
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.

J
for every selectivity partition. A.before, a reiptively larger .number of
. I

.higher priced, private inttitut:Ions in the, school 1.grobp,probably accdunted

_for these differences,

3

st

t

,

4
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emplrical testing, and the results are presented below. Wd display-

. L.
the general form of, student aid dfstribution'function and address

-several methodological issues in Section A. in-Section 8,'the

etermtnants of all studeni atd taken together are estimated. Sec-

Von C contains estimates of the student aid distributioq function

%

'

CHAPTER VI '

t .

pETERMINAMTS OF FINANCIAL AID PACKAGES:.
SOME INFERENCES ABOUT INSTITUTIONAL BEHAVIORf

ThehypotIleses d'eveloped In Chapter lit five been 'submitted to

applied to different types of grants and sch6larships, term-time

work, and skiident loans. The distribution of financial aid from

specific programs, including all Federal aid, provi.ds the focus of

Section D..

A. Methodology:

II

The general

given

Some Preliminary Considerationi

student aid distribution function ieveloped in Chapter
, .

(1) Ai, k =, f {Yk, Ys, SATk, SATs, COST,

where

A-
t

, X 4. 0
k'

8
s,31,

= the ith typd of finanCialaidreceived ,by the kth4

type of student

.0; 4

YIC!' family excluding .strident earnings

Ys = median family income

SATk = student's academic-
SAT score

.

atlpostseconaary it stitut!on attended

achievement level, a,. measured by the

312
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VJ-2

. -,_ -, ,.
. . , ,

SAT
s

= median SAT score of'ihe,freshman class at the institution <-'

attended . . 7

CpSTk= student costs attendanpe

Rk = student-racial/ethnic grodp (1 = white)

I

Xk = student"sex (1= male) . .

.
.

,_

85,j = institution student aidfunds per FTE'for.tfie jthprogrem --
at the postsecondary jr4;itution attended

e = all other factors and random disturbance-
.

An appendix to this report describes the constructIonof and data,souCes

for-- each variable.

is. .$

Sinop the data refer to enrolled students', the student aid.dittribit-

tion function- incorporates both-student demand and institution pricing

(supply) influences. in economic jargon, equation (1). is a "reduoed"

--form" aquat ion, ft describes packages offered and-received,
1

. The combined influences of ,demand .and-_ supply a e Ilgustrated ire .

Figure V1-1. Here, DkDk represents the pilvate enrollment demand curve

/9/ the_ K1-th type,of student fe.g., low income, minority, high abiAlty)

faced yy the institution. W1,01 gross casts of attendance, tOA Ek

student type k will enroll. '14 student aid offer oil' (COA-COA*) reducei the
tt

cost-priCe to potential students and gene'rates an increase'in enrollment

ofsiddent type k to k* . Not all potential Students of type-k will ,

313
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Figure 1/1-1

fotal
Co it of

-Attendahce

eina cial
A d

Package

.
c

Ek

The- Financial Aid Link Between.
Student tosts and:EnrolIment Demand



. ,-
.

.-.
enrolt with,a reduction in cost -price to OA*, The extent of the enrol.-

...P
_ "e.-

ment ripirlse will depend upon theprice,piasticity:.9f demand.--
-/ ,

_1. "The Assumptions

Under reasonable assumptions, the reduced form provides A.satfsfactory.

representation of.the Influences-on instituttpnal packaging of aid:- First,

we assume ifistitutions are award orthe. price -elasticities (alternatiVely,

show"up rates) of 4ifferent groups

enrollment responses, institutions

of students. Knowing

package fthahoial aid

the probaE le

so as to attract

the most desirable types of,students. As noted above, low ipcome.(or

minority) students are estimated to be more responsive to price.changes.

Therefore, evidence of equal or marginally' greater price reductions to't
jok . -

vlotjncome or minority'full-time freshmd would be consistent with th2
. .

hypothests"that
,

institution4are attempting to attract these students.
-

Second, we assume that aid offe'rs toidentified types of potential

students are similar. 'That is, potential enrollees with equal financial

/ The enrollment demAd studies published to date reveal differences
in price elasticity among groups. ,,Generally, students from low income

amMies exhibit a greater response to price changes than do higher
-irmome students. (See Kohn, Manski, and Mundelq1974]; Radner and Hiller
[1975]; Carlson (1974]; Barnes, Erickson, HU], and Winokur t1972]; and
CarlsOpi, [1975J). Thus, equal increases in enrollments from low and,h1gh
Income grOups could be achieved with smaller Tirrce reductions to ihe former
group. Since minority students are disproportionately low income as well,
the same conclusion would apply to price response,differeQces, 'among racial/

/--ethnic groups.

6 Similarly, Radner and Miller have estimated that low4relliity
students arse more responiive to changes in price than htgher ability
students. Hence, offering. greater price reductiont to high ability'
students would apparentlyonly comperiiate for their estimated lower
puce response, .it should be pointed out that the iiadner and Miller
price.response estimates argbased Upon gross,prices: student aid
data were not available in The'SCOPefile. Since more_able'.students
are more Itkely,to apply for and to receive student aid; re=estimates
of the price elasticities using net prices-might well reOrse the
fIndings.(see Bishop (1972] and Wagner (1977]).

5 if

. -
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A

resources, abilities, and other Observed

identical.frdm the institUtion's point of

.)

essentially identical aid-offers. Other,

. .
,

attributes are viewed as

vies, and they receive.:

assumed" to .be random, influences

are, assumed to account for efference-S-Th-the decisions of these identica.

potential students with equal aid offers to enroll-I

ThirA, we assume that institutions are aware of the type and amount

of finanoiaPaid received Ey the student through non- institutional

chailnels. Under this assumption., the podtseOondary instftution Makes

'1hcremental adjustments in Oiefinancial aid package 'offered to certain

ctypes of potential students. Since i'loitivaten sources have accounted

for less than one percent of, all available student aid in recent years,

this assumption does not seem to be,unriasanable (Sidar (1976]; National -
,

Task Force on Student Aid Problemi [1975])

.2. Estrmation:Techniques
AP

Three problems must be considered Olen the reduced form equation

(1) is submitted to empirical testing.

'First, several of the explpatory variables are multicollinear (i."
statistically associated with -4ch other). This pose's anestimation

problem, since the ffec increase the standard errors a the

-*- \ r, ....t...._

...Ming this explapation; e depre#se incenrolltieni rates'for
..

cdliege-age dependents froth high to Income;qUartiles results, from
two fiotors. First, other-family attributes w ich influence the enroll-
ment dectsi'on might limit the low income enroll nt quite apart from
financial capacity to pay (see McMahon and Wagn r (9721; McMahon [1974];

..
Wagner (1977); Becker (1975)). Second, inadequate amounts of financial

. aid available to similaripoteritial students w1thin'the low income quartile
'oould'further-limit the enrollment rate for this grodp.

- 4
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,

estimated coefficients. Therefo?e; our confidence in the reliability'
_

of the-estimated coefficient is reduced...I.

A number of techniques can be employed to reduceoulticollineatity:,

Partitioning_ihe NLS sample aeross institution type and control-categories

.
-,.

e abled us to reduce-the magnitude of the problem. Remaining instandes.
/

whertrallic61Iinearitsi mayaffei the estimates, hoiv-everYare nOted.-:
, -

Second, the propor,tIon of the diffeeenceeinstudent aid "explajned"

. by the equations (the estimated "fit" as measured by the adjusted R2)
o f

seldom exceeds 20 percent. Lower R2 for cross -section regressions are
_

.-
.generally to be expected. Reporting and measurement errors for specific

Items are more likely to introduce variation that is not systeiaiically

related to the explanatorl variables. Further; for a number of the
6

financial aid variables, more than thr'e -fourths of All entering full-time

'freshmen reported'no support. By its f, the large share of zero amounts

presents no estimation. problems. HoOever,'since-zero,regresents an

"extreme" value, the estimat:Plit".will be. tower for types of fthancial

aid received by few students: 2- Fihally,.in some instances the poor

/It should be pointed out that the multicollinearity, per' e, does
not ii7validate, our conception of the influences onstudent aid paCkaging.
Thi-oroblem is in'the estimation, not in the theory. Ff our goal is to

predict`the types and amounts of aid received by students; then multi-;
collinearity is of less concern (59: lotig as the associations are
expected to continue in future years); 'However, if we wish to Identify
the independent effects of each explanatory variable on the types and
.amoynts,of financial aid received, the estimated coefficients wimbe
less reliable where the explanatory viriablei are correlated.

/Both the measurement and zero problems have been addr ised in
cross=section. studies of consumer expenditures. One me adopted to

reduce illeseproblemsancl to improve the "fit".emplo mean values

for variables withip a smaller number of identifie groups.. The
-

groups become the observations in,weighted regres ions. See 4°Tais and
)

Houtiiakker (1955) and Michaet,4972). -- %
...

The zero problem could be reduced by estimating the amount of aid
offered condttiodal on aid having been offered (see Kohn, Manski, and

Mundel [1974]). Initial attempts,to implement this method did improve
the "fit" somewhat; none of the.results, howevernwemaltered. In the .

en we ppted,for the more direct *$11 students" approach leaving the-
detail,ed specifications dfo future research. .L

-.,_

-`
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L .

wks ..

"fit" accurately reflects the weak association betwee student/family
. ,

4,
add institution attributes and thedisWbution of certainitypes of'

1. .._. ,. .
ald/(e.g.,.tiansfer 'Acme benefits).

-
\

,

:'Specification o'f the-aPpropriate functionJ1 form fOr*the student

-Jwl ,: ' .
aid distribution funttiop is a:final concern. In.maleing institution,

..

admission and financial aid_ practices, Miller (1975] has employed an

o
instrumental multivariate probit specification: Simplifying, Miller

estimates the likelihood that a student will beaamfited-based on

, 8

..

/certain student attributes and oq,a prior determination of.influences. ...

, .

on the compOsition and amount of the financial aid package. Our analysis

is Confined to the latter step in which Hillier has adoptediordinary
.

least4quares regression techniques. Lacking specific guidance fcbm the

theory sketched in Chapter 144, the linear specification will be used

ifithetesting-below.

Alternative measures of the income, academic aptitude,4osts of attend-

ance, and student'aid budget variables were substituted into the general
. , . c

4. func tion, and the equations were re-estimated. At various-points, several "7/
-

,
- of these resmits, are noted below. For thri;ost part, however, the strength-
. .

and direction of the determinants of financial aid packaging were not

--gi-eatly affected. Therefore, the estimates and discussion utilize easily

:understood' measures which directly'gauge the extent to which Federal

objectives are being met,

The,Packaging of All,,Tinanciaj Aid

s

. The results of the basic cirdinary ealst squares (00) regressions for
. .

age at
---

grege measures of student aid are presented below.
.
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TabIeli'-1 contain estimates -of the effects of strident/family and
. 3 I.-

. /
instttuttonal variables on the probability of teceiving-aid.7

--.-

i

.

.. . Income: tf institutions are attempting to meet equal-educatton .,.
.

4,
.., . _ ,,

. . .

-/ oppoi-tanitf goals, tow income students Should be more likely to receive , .

.
.

/

. .aid. Supporting this hypoihesis,'the income measure in equation 11.1),

exhibits a ignifi;ant, negative effect. Student's with family income.

. -- % 4 , - -
. , ..,

nearly
-

__ _" $1,000 less than the mean were 5 percentage points mareIikely-to
,

. .,,
. _

', receive some type of aid. put anotherway, for every 10,percent increase
.

'in family income,- the likelihood of receiving fihancial ail( is _estimated

to aecline by almost 12 peicent (or ,6.6 percentage potnts)._2\

To search.'f6i,differences in packaging among institutions, a second

=available income term is introduced which tdkes on the.value of ze?go

when the median family income -at the postsecondary, lnstfultion measures

less than $10,900., As shown in.equation (1.2), both income termsi

-are-significantand, negative. The estimaps suggest that Institutions
-

yihich draw their students from higher income families tiffgad to dis-

criminate more severely according to income in the award of aid. Whereas
.

the probability of receiving aid fell off an estimated 4.6spercentage

..s
t . f

/The OtS estimates in the receipt equations are notTilest," i:e, not least,
variance. The-loss of efficiency is attributable to the dichotomous depen-'
dent vadable% The estimators are, however, linear and unbtased, and have

, been shown to be:generally adequate. See Goldber§er (1964).

-'
,

3,,

/The calculated "elastiCities" am implied'by the regression

.

coifficients
in the estimated equations. Note, however,, that the familv income,c.rature
used here, and below, is different than the available income measure em-
ployed.ln the regressions. The-estimates are calculated at the mean WFues
of the relevant variables:

0
i ..

-
bee ,Rppend ix A.

412(Ai,k>0) = -,0049 x %.tOXY0

. where Tk = $13,573,Nand
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D E P E N D E N T

VAklABLE

,r ,

Table VI=1

,oeterminpnts of Total Aid Packaged to 1972-73 Entering-full-Time Freshmen
(Underlined coefficients significant at .05 level; standard errors in parentheses

_

EXPLANATORY VARIABLES:
_!.

.

0

c Racial/ Instil-
_-..-

. Ethnic Student Aid- :Con-_
Available income SAT Score

________

Group Sex -Budget .Budget stant

c

AYk (Dyh)(AYO Siak (Oh) (SATO (Dsi) SAtic) Rk

..- ,

.. Recelpt -.0049 , .0154

. .1TOP)

Rt = .18
F =3.34.03

32:0

c,

.0190 .0059
It0001)- 1.0002) (.0018) .0015

;

ti

Xk . COSTk BI

r.0034

(.0027)

,

5

-6.751 -2.107_1 .0051 .0077 53..65'

tit

53.32

(1.499)

-6.919

(9383)

-2.267

(.0004

.0054

(.0004)

,.0076

0.514 (.9365) (.0016)
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-_ points for-every $1,000.41 familY income at low and moderate income Inset-

. .

tuitions, this same income increment produced,an estimated 548 point

afilp (sion of the two coefficients) in the likelihood that aid was

received at upper-middle-income instittuiions.1

ry

-

SAT Score. If institutidarare attempting Ao enhance insiitglongj
1. gl

prestige, students_with higher academic aptitudes wodld be more likely to
,

receive aid, other things equal. Evidence from theestiaiaes in Table

V1-1 supports this hypothesis: the student's SAT :score was, positively

associated with the receipt of aid. In particular, studeits scoring-190

points above the average on the SAT were an est)mated 2 percent more

likely togreceive aid. In other words, a 10 percent improvement in the.
-

SAT score would'have increased the likelihood of receiving aid by 3 pe

cent (1.6 percentag points)..

Among institutions, the more selective -- those with the highest

median SAT score fof the freshman class .appeared to discilminate more

1

severely according to (student achievement/abiiity scores. An entering

full -time freshman presenting an SAT score-100 points above the mean at
.

.

highly selective institutions improved his/her chances of receiving aid

by almost 2.5 percentage points., A similar student enrolling at a less'
- w.

selective institution was an estimated 1.9 percentage points more likely

toy receive ayd.

Speciffcally, -when 4s 110,500,"
.

A P(I,Ai oeiD)= -.00119x( Yid - x(0)x( IV)

When Y 7. $10 00,

. P(EA1,1(>0)7 -.0043x( A Yk)-.0012x

ut, see footnote on page V1-4. "7
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I

Racial /Ethnic Group. According to the estimates To Table VI-1

entering full -time minority freshmen were about 7 percent more likely to

aid than theli majority- peers: This finding is

ypothesis that institutions were attempting to meet
c

/opportuni ty 'objectives.

consistent with

equal educationil

Student Sex. Evidence from the ILLS. sample, shown- in Table VI-1,

.' ./
suggests that females were about 2 percihtage points more likely to re--_

..- . ,

ceive some financial aid than male students. In
.

part, thi.s,finding-

could result from the lower anticipated summer earnings by women stu- -".

:.. -

dents. Other things equal, women exhibit a higherpeed because need

analysis caicura-iioni developed by CSS (and used. bpi many Institut oni)

expect about $100 less from the summer savings .of female dependent students.

Student Budget. As expected, students attending higher cost
4

institutions (i.e., .who demonstrate greater calculated need, ceteris

paribus) were more likely, to receive aid: According to,the parameter

estimates in Table' VI 1, students inctring additional costs of'$1.,000 above

the mean (an approximate measure of the 1572-73 poblicfpriviie tuition gap)

improved their likelihood of receiving aid by 5.1 to 5.4 percentage points.

.

A ten percent difference in student costs was associated with an estimated
/

2 percent difference in the probability of receiving aid (IA percentage points

institutional Aid Funds. Additional institutional student aid

funds per FTE were also linked to the probability of receiving aid,

althou4hthe marginal effect was apparently not very great. 'Spe fically',

a ten percent increase in institutional aid funds per stude increased

' the likelihood of receiving aid by too-tenths of a per ent (Alper-
.
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6

centage pofhtsl. Hence, although matching requirements in Federal

_ stUderitajd:progriaa work-in favor of institutions with available funds,
/

the amount of 1971-73 Federal campus-based aid and the necessary matching funds _,

_ .

1..--

,

were not so great-as to impact heavily on the like/Ihood of receiving aid_
Y -

,-

across all- tnstitutions.
. .

2. ---Aprtzystertwiir or -A1-3-:-

Equation (I) rras estimated with the aggregate level of aid, ZAI,k ,

s
alothe-rigressand. The results, which mirror those just dismitsed,.are.

. shown in Table V1-2.

Income. As before, the income .measure calikits the expected negative

influence on,total aid. The ep6mated effect is quite significant: a

ten percent difference in famili Income alters the level of aggregate

aid received by 18 percent. An enrolled student from a family. with $1,000

less income than the average would have received an estimated-$85.50 hit

additional aid funds.

--1-ns4-itutions enrolling higher income studerits tended to discrimi-

nate more sharply tccording.to income in the distribution of dollars. The

estimated.elastiCities for total aid with respect to income were -2.1 and,,.

-I t5 for high income and low to middle income institutions, respectrvely.--

SAT Score. From equation (2.1), studentsdemonstratimg'greater.

academic aptitude tended to receive larger total aid packages. Students`

F

jThe elasticities are calcuhted at the mean values of the relevant variable

For institutions where Ys 2 $10,500, 7"
4

AEA-
,

=k -.0752x(.01x$16,430) - .0324xe.01x$16,430)

For institutions where Ys < $10,500,

'See Appendix A.,

, _- 4

.

-.0752):(.01x$11,573)
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. Table

71

Determinants of Total Aid Packaged*to 1972-73 Entering Full-Time Freshmen

jUnderlined coefficients are significant .05 level; standard errors are in parentht.ses)
,

-

r.0855

17601)

(Dy0(AYk)

2-2) Total Aid ' -.0752 .-A324
(.0023) (.0031)

iiPLAHATORY IIKRIABLES.

4

Racial/ -Inst'l

Ethnic ; Student Aid Coa-

__SAT Score _ _Group Sex 13E1911119ud et . start-

SAT \(4 h) (as1) (W k)
;

nk

.2788 -216.1
(752Ti). (29,08)

.2606 .1752 .0727 -208.3

(76:f6T) (0247) (.0445) (25.22)-

Xk c°SY'k- B1

,

-92,18 .2774 .2712 293.
(19.69) C.TioTh

.-55;11- .21341

(g75§) (75675)

'a

/

- -X

50 27o,G
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"with SAT scores 10b points aboi,e the mean score received an estimated
.

$28-more in total-aid. A4 ion, selective institutions apparently
7'7 o

dls-

criminated more severely accorelpg to measured SAT score. Less selective

Mitt tutions increased- total 'aid by 3 percent fort a lb percent impi-ovemettt
,

In_SAT_scor_es..__Awn,9seled.tive:11istittitioris_..zrthose_etnr.callng a .Fresbman

,slats with a median SAT score greater than 1100
X ' *

-aid increased by an estimated 4 percent:-
. .

4 the total.amount of

Other Variables. The results for the remaining variables in equations

(2.1) and (2.2) are similarto those discussed in part 11: fhe student's

racial/ethnic group and costs of attendance are estimated to have size-

able effects on the amount of,,aid received. Minorities received,- on

average, over $200 more than their white peers, other things.equal. Stu--
C-.

dents tncuring costs $1,000 greaterthan the average were estimated to'

.receive an additional $284 tn aid. Expressed differently, relatively

greater costs were associated with equal percentage increases in the

level of the aid package.

On the other hand, s ent sex

funds apparently exerte a marginal

and received. in parflau , women

aid than male students. S

and the level, of lAstitutional aid

influence on unt Of aid offered Ni

students= received barely $50 more in

imliarly, a 10 percept: increase in institution?).

'The ea cuiations are ag follows:

WheicIATs > 1100

A (EAi,k)a. .2606 x (.1Px376) .1752 (.1Ox576)A

&there SATs .5 1160

A (LAi,k)= .2606 x (.10x674)

Mean total aid measured $1,065 at highly selective

5-
7

-

__at non-selective institutions. See Appendix A.
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funds per FTE (estimated at about $150,000:per InstItutIon);ioul jiave

. . ,

Increased the total. aid package by less than one percent -- about $5.
.

.
. . - cc,

, , .

.

Packaging of Total Aid Within institution Sectors
. -

In an attempt to probe for Influences on the aggregate amount of aid
_ -

:offered-and-received, the -general )Wationg-are a=ertfinsurd sepaiateir-

for:NLS entering full-time freshmen enrolled at public four-year, p011t

`two-year, art § private four-year institutions. -Intpart, this partitioning

permits comparisons of aid packaging,among broadly-defined institutional

sectors which,are frequently contrasted along other. lines:- Bgt, beyond

3 offeing comparlsonS=of general, interest,' the partitioning also differen-
.

ttates.among students according to several of the influences examined_
v

above. Privat4Wour-year institutions, for example, tended to enroll .

higher Income and more able students and also to charge more fair tuition.

Public two-year institutions tended-to enroll relatively lower income

students, to charge lower'tulttons, and to administer fewer dollars of

Institutional,ald funds per FTE:i. Hence, the partitiooLng. "controls,"--

in parl, forthe interaction among the explanatory variables.

Tables-V1-3 and VI-4 contain the 45 estimates within Institutional

sectors for the receipt of-aid and the aggregate amount of aid respec-

tively. With the exception of the. public- two-year estAtes, the ajd 4

:

/ Alternate measures and,specifications of wreral variables in the geneial
equation yield estimates which suggeit.some partitioning is'necessary,

For example, when the student budget variable was replaced by Its
squared value-(a,specIficatron.which permits both the level of and' mar-
ginaldifferen4 In costs to influence total aid), the estimated effect Of
students SAT score is doubled (see etruationqB. 4] in Appendix B).

When thi student,budget variable Is replacell.by.a tuition and ".fees

measure,. only the parameter estimate applied to the high SAT.institutions,
(bsh) (SATk), was greatly .:gfected -- in most .cases becoming insignificaht.
Similar substitutions of different types of Federal campus=baSed aid funds
administered. by the institution 10;7.1-nitial year, CWS, and NHL) for

.

institutional aid fun dp affected ihe'high SAT isistitutlon parametee esti-
mate -asa lls we, generalq, increasing their sties. These tests are shown in

'with: EC.-
.



Table 111-:
Ai

- .
Determinants of Total Aid Packaged to 1972 -73 Entering Full-Time Freshpierli by ilistittitional Sector

(linderl_tred_coefficients significant at .05 level; standard errors are in parentheses)

. _-_ __,
- ._:ilacialt

' lEthhiC-;4 .

Available Ineome SAT Score --Eatile

(0yh) (AYk) Siak 0.(SATia (SATk).

-.60464' -.0012 .0190 .0059' -6'.1919

CRY) (.0018) C13513) . (4027) - (1,614)-

Receipt,
Pub !, #c -4- . -.0008

170002 171560)

ij

.0162' .0107 .0040 ; ;-5.1:438- -3.895- 1 .0036 ".0a28 0.57
-CT142 (. 0371 (2.283). (i .211.) _----ocg) (.0022)

13.3) *Receipt, r. ..
Public 2-Year -.0037 -.000 .0184

(.0003) . .,,,le.0067 GUM
.,112 .13
F-:"1; 42.58

3:4 Receipt,- .

. Private-4-Year -.0047 -.0015 .0172 .-0030 ...7.0075 *5.'740 .9791 -.0042 .0077. 62.93
(.0013) - (4042) 1;0022) - % 1190721'

-.6134 -6.316

1.0662) (3..10)

- (

'\
.0404 .0064 41.50
1.0014) .0049)-

T3-.158) 830J 17060 (.0626))-%339._



Table
.

nants of Total Aid Packaged to 1972-73 Ent
Underlined coefficients significant at .05

erI ng Full-Time Fre,shaien by .institutional Sector
levelLstanclard,eryars are in parentheses)-

Total Aid,
r Students

. =

2

F = 464.31

4.2) Total Aid,
.PulHTE47-Year

R2 = .26
F = 163,26

/
4.7

Available -Income

AYk

-.0752
Tl0ZR

EXPLANATORY all/ABLES

SAT Score

Racial
Ethnic,: -Siudent

Group Sek Budget _slant_

(411) (Aak) SATk (DsialSATIcl 1)014 R1e* ?rk- COSTk-*

._,

-..0324 .2606 .1792 .0727 -208.3- --55.42`- .:2841: --

t

1290
--.--:---

270.
(.0031) cr37T (5TUY (.0445) (25.24 .15.59- §- -_GRTD_-(.0me

1_

-.D716 -A084
Goo2,8)

"

.1Q84 .2287 / -.168.5 -1-42.09
(.0391) (.0251) (74-5171 . (30.42) U 8.84,

14.3) Total Aid,
Public 2 -Year -.0174 .01414

R2 = .21
F = 75.40

4) Tetal Aid,
-Private 4 -Year' -.0347

7(1075)

(.0625) (.008014, (.0406)%

:R; e7.1
122.53

(.0078

/

-.0194
(.0902)

/

401-;
0129)"'

449,81 -.43`:49 -.0756-
(34.04Y 7112140) C.-0 50 -(.0539)

, .

.5088 .1.461 G.4i78 -,494,..9 -47-44 .i.30 .2150
(7'.1)01 cant, 1.1707) - 0.10) 03.54) (.0196) .436311.

. . -; .,..
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:id-SU/button functions by sector explain about as much of tie variation
4_

_total aid (as measures by adjusted_R2)..as the "all students" equations_-

.

_ _income: Among sectors, family income least affected the_probabillty_
.

_,
-- '-1.- --

_ . -_ r 4
_ __, .7

. -.

of receiving aid at public two-year instituttons, fra equation (3.3)

a. $1,000 increment in incme,reduced theilkellhood of receiving atd1W--
: *

an estimated 3.7 percentage points at these schools. Among four-year
/-. .,

Institutions, _a similar Income change was associated with a fivE to six

point decline.. Freshmen enrolled at higher income public four-ye ar

lvtitutions ikhibited a drop in probabilitzav the upper end of this

?sage -- an estimated 5.8 percentage pojnts; Those enrolled at low-to-

middle income institutions were 5.0pbints less 1161y to receive aid for!

every $1,000 increment in income. However, asshown_in equation (3.4),-

the $1,000 Increment in family Income reduced the chances of receiving

aid.at private four-year institutions by 4.7 percentage points, cegardless

4. of the median family income at the institution attended. Thefigher costs

of attendance attprivate institutions _could account for this result, since

costs probably dominate any differences In family.income levels among

institutions In esfablishiitg the eligibility for aid.

Looking at Table -VI -4, faintly income again least affected the

-- amount of total aid received by public two-year college freshmen. The

4000 increment in income resulted in an estimated $39 to-457 drop in

- ,
total- supportior these students; This Is about-half as great s the

/ A

estimated decline for public four, -year students (72 to $80) and about

one-third the estimated effect on the amount of aid for private four

year students ($142 to $177).

t
-

7
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C

nstitutions enrolling higher Incctne.students,,regardles of sector,___

tended to discriminate more sharply according to income. For example,
_

ranong_higher income private four -year institutions, a $1,000 income,
_

Alffirence: uoduced an estimard $136 change in _the total aid package. _

At low-to-middle income private four-year schools, the aid' amount_

differed by'an estimated $142. Among public foul" year institutions, the

difference In the estimated income effects on-the level of aid betrieeh!,

"high and low-to-middle Income institntionsaleasured about $8 the lowest

absolute and relative ;difference acrosiall sectors.
.

SAT Score. Ho' large differences In the effect of measured academic

aptitude on the probability of receiving aid emerge from the equations

In Table "A 100 point Improvement In SAT scores apparently Ind-ceased

the chances 9f receiving aidby 1.6 to 2.7 Percentage points.

Within institutional, sectors, highly selectivernstItutions tended

to differentiate among students by SAT score as did their less seleciive

counterparts. The public four-year sector' provided the only exception.

Specifically, while freshmen At less selective publicTour -year.

Unstituticons improved their chances-of receiving aid by 1.6 points for

every 100 Roint Increase- in SAT scores, thcise at highly selective public

four-year instrtutions were 2.7_percentage points more likely to receive

aid with the same SAT score change. For'ihose,freshmen atprIVM:'te four-
7

year and public two-year institutions presenting SAT scores 100 points

-imve- t_he men, the probAglitY of receiving aid creased, by an

estimated 1.7 to 1.8 percentagg) points, regardlesf of the selectivity

__of the institution.

334
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Diffteences In student SAT-scores p4ducel the greatest changes
4

the level of aggregate aid offered and received at private fourlyear

Institutions. An entering full -timefreshman presenting an SAT score

100-points )above the mean received $65 more in total aid.

e

Several interesting resOts emerge -from the compa cross

telectiviZY groups withimeach'sector. First, the more selective p

Watilfour-year institutions discriahn4ted more sharply by tudent
if

AT score In:the mount of aid awarded. Enterinij fult7i a freshmen

with SAT scores 100 points-above the mean received an ditionai $65

In total aids Further, non-selective private four-7r colleges

apparently reduced the ieve aid by $21 for everjy 100 point improvement

th higfay selectivein the SAT score.. Finally, while aid amounts

and -seleCtive public four-year insiltutions "appeare4- to-reflect
. .

differences in SAT, cores, the non-selective schools provided the largest

increment in aid. Specifically, aid was increased by adestimatid$34 at

/-

non-selective (compared to $24 at highly selectivel- ptiblrY iblur-year

-

Institutions. This result suggests that the less selective public fourr
A

_

Aear: institutions may well be using price inducements to -competeriath

f
the more'selective counterparts for talented high school graduates.

Racial/Ethnic GrouP. Across all institution sectors, minorities

appeared to be favored in the liRellhood of receiving aid and In the

amount of support offered and received. From Table Vi -3,1he.estimates
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amon institutional sectors.denot vary,greatly: minorities weri about
_ 4,

to 7 percentage pointi more likely to receive_ aid than their majority

peirs;
_

4,

More pronounced differences In the disttibution of total aid by

sector emerge from 'Tat;le V1 -4.. For all freshiel, total aid to minority -

students amounted to an estimated $208 more than 1 totaialc(to white

students. _Notably, the minority freshman at a private four-year college

recorded ad estimated $455 more in a14 than his/her white class e.

the other hand, the difference in total aid by racial /ethnic group amOhg

public two-year college students was latter figding

aught be attributed to-the relatively low,inccimeof 1i freshmen attending
0

public too-year colleges: Many, regardless of,racidlleihnic groups

simp=ly would nok pave enrolled wiihoeif some financial atsistance.

Student Midget. The estimated coefficients in Tables Vi -3 tind V

reveal comparable marginal effects of costs orattendanCe on the distribu-
. 7 , at_

tjon of toted" aid-. A ten percent differerice in stiiiiint-cOsts resulted

A - -

in a .7 V6 1.5 percentage point difference in the probability of receiving

aid, depending on the type of,institutiOdattended.(

Equations (4. ) to (4.4)-illustrate -the_ estimated effects Of marginal

changes in student costs,on the amount of aid-offered and received. A ten
. ..-.r ,

percent difference in costs changed the amount ortotif aid by n estimated,
t

. =i

/,
-8 percent at public four-year, 12 percent at public tWo-vear, and 7 percent

,., .

private four-year institutions.
.

._.-..
,

.
a, -

/ See Opendix A for the-calculations. Student budgets

$1,390, and $3,538 at public four-year, public Iwo7year,
year institutions.

-33d,

averaged $2;017,
and private four-

S.

i 7



Table VI-5

14eteriilliants of Grant and Scholarship Aid Packaged to 1972-73 Entering Full=TIme Freshmen
(Underlined coefficients are significant at .05 level; standard errors are -in parentheses)

. =
Y',' ,

LAVATORY VARIABLES -

Racial/
r

: . Ethnic
, Avatiable Income _SAT Score

_ GE91-
. =

Srant -and

cholarsh

333

AYk

-.0454 ;3065
1:TTM (.0206)

hl (SATk) TiCcr Rk

instil
i!Sgdent Aid
Budget Budget start

%

C:05rk
l.

. -216.2 -_4116 -1399- 34-

717.73. (11.09) 4:6049)-- (-11181)

-.0407 .0166 .2713 "" .1725 . -.0810 -212.1 2.045, .1506 .1238 60.80
(.0016) -(755H) (.0213 (.0175) - (.0314) (17.82) (11.02). (-0752).0 (.0182)



Table VI-5

14eteriilliants of Grant and Scholarship Aid Packaged to 1972-73 Entering Full=TIme Freshmen
(Underlined coefficients are significant at .05 level; standard errors are -in parentheses)

. =
Y',' ,

LAVATORY VARIABLES -

Racial/
r

: . Ethnic
, Avatiable Income _SAT Score

_ GE91-
. =

Srant -and

cholarsh

333

AYk

-.0454 ;3065
1:TTM (.0206)

hl (SATk) TiCcr Rk

instil
i!Sgdent Aid
Budget Budget start

%

C:05rk
l.

. -216.2 -_4116 -1399- 34-

717.73. (11.09) 4:6049)-- (-11181)

-.0407 .0166 .2713 "" .1725 . -.0810 -212.1 2.045, .1506 .1238 60.80
(.0016) -(755H) (.0213 (.0175) - (.0314) (17.82) (11.02). (-0752).0 (.0182)



Table VI-6
.

Determinants of Term -Time WOrk Aid Packaged to 1912-73 Enterinsi Fun-Times-Freshmen

Widerlined coefficients are significant at .05 level; standard errors are ifiparenthees)

Term -Time
Mork

R2
F = 69

.(6.2) Term-Tlioe
. \'

Work Aid

R2- = .04
. . F =48.59

s

Available !mime
.4

Rik (D0)(4) .SATk

-.0108
.0rn07

(.0008)

-.0522

EXPLAXA1ORY _VARIABLES

last' I.,
_Student_ Aid --
Budget 11.0 iget scant_,
tOSTIk , al

7.oj85_

Goloti) 1.005)

`44

-24.13 -5.941 -0158
(8.570) (5463) .0024

.011,1 .-26.88 -5.557 .0204 .0509 152.1
C0153) (8.667 (5.360) Cbiif) (.0088)

a

.11
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Table V1--I

lieferialnants of Student Loan Aid Packaged:

-(Underlined coefficients are significaRt at .05

;.:-- - ---.1---1

4--,
-

I% s.

to 19-72-73 InterIng girl i =Ttatie fresiimezi =

level; standard errors are 1'n parentheses

EAB LAHATORY VARlAkES
.

Titiclal/
.. Ethnrc' :-

Ay-a I !able- income . SAT Score . Groan= ,

AYL

(7.1) ;Student Loan ;0255

./ Aid

-R
2
= #.12
206.89

r_

AO
.

(7-.) Student toln
Aid

R

-F) =.,-,i143.60

342

-.0226

(TOT)

(01th) (AYk) SATk. sh)(SATk) (Ds1)(SAT)) k

.0423 .1847
-.0169) (14.62)

L

',
;',--1008L .0411 .0309 .1226 f 7.666 -

(.0018) (75177). (.0145) (.0261) (14.77)

/

w

ti

instil .1
-Student` -Aid Con--

Sex- "Budget Budget

--48.73 ,i019, .0964
s.

(57544 -0041) .014)
42,n

48;23 .14? .0967 . 16.90

if .1T5) (.0043 C017)
> '.
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y
grants aild 'scholarships are most likely to fall under- Institution con---

*

_ - .

111 ,26

tro- Therefore, the amounts of this aid offered arid, received would be
4 . .---. . . - _S

.best 'explained by the specified student/iamtly and Institution variablei:
. ,

e

- 0n :the other
4,

hand, many term-time jobs were obtained from non- institutto

sources and without .regard to student characteristics. 'Similarly, 4Cett

to student toansTcaried frost place to place, depondlig on state and

local bank involvement in loan programs (Ricel1$771)..s- Therefore,

institutions might have marginally adjusted the amount* of-Work

and loan aid included-in aid package, other unipecified yerlables

also impacted on the levels of aid received (see Froomicin.E19751).-

If institutions are ettemPting to meet equal education
-

. opportunity objectives, low income sttolents should be favored,- in they
, t ,,. . - . . ,. ..

packaging of grant and scholars-hip:aid_ relative to Melt -time work or
-

. _ _ . .

student loans. The estimatesphown Iii Tables VI-5 and VI-7 are generally

consistent 4th this
( .

..,

income $1,000" lower than average. Grant and scholarship aid would have

f- --
Rests. Coniider. a student' from a faini14 with

increased by'about $45,, term-time earnings by aboict $11, and loan proceeds

by at;out $25. The estimated aid elastleitiei with respiet to facility

income measure 2.1 for.grant and scholarship aid, 1.5' for term-time Work,

and 1,7 :for.student loans. instramary, the distribution bf'grant And
.

scholarship- aid -appears to be most sensitive to differences in

At both' i.Oh and low-to-middle income institutions, id entical

improvements in a student's .family income brought about greater estimated

changes, in grant and "srholarship aid_than in term:time work or student'

loans. Moreover, for each type of aid (as with total aid), Institutions

, . : .

/These estimates are calculated at the mean vafues of the relevant

variables. See Appendix 6 .
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'enroll ing- relatively-ttigher tncocne students tended to, dtscriminate

more; seVirely a.cc.o.rding tck fa;ally income. The estimated income

cient's in equation (5.,2 reveal that a $1,000 increm6ht In available

_Income generated a change to grarii and schti-larship aid of $57 from

hIgh

Income

IncoMe institutions compa;ed tea- change iof $.41

Institutions.- -From equation (612) thl, Income

frqs- Itti to middle
_,. . ,

I:ilart re.sulted
. . . .

In estimated term-time earnings differences of $14 gnd $9 fa-1;1,1911,4nd

lag-to-moderate in.come institutions, respectively. With sttident

/2,

the difference tn the estimated income effects

$31 loam Increment at High Income institutions

at cw-to-middle Income instiiutions.

came to $9, lased, An a

and a $22 loan increant

SAT.Score. Institutions might be expected to reward higher ability-

-/
students with greater amounts of 'grant and scholarship aft- if er-lWancing

institutional prestige constituted a apjor Institutional objective.

Consistent with this interpretition,"the results in Tables vf-5 to V1-7

also indicate several interesting differences In the packaging_of each

tYP4of lid by student SAT score.

1,:ccorciing, to 'equations (5.1) and (7.1), 100 point improvement it,

SAT scores wai associated'with a $31 increase In grant and scholarship

aid and a $4 Increase IA loan aid. Of interest, however,

/cant negative-parameter estimate for the aCademic aptitude

IS the siggiti7

xariable In

- term -11). This result implies that the amount
i .

.4 / ,pf work support declinetin about $5 for'every 400 point increase i".D

, . . .
. r

SAT scores.:. Taken together, thesi.findtngs,suggest that institutions

relied on term-time work hid insteld oflopror gianti and scholarships
46'

-In financial aid packagers to relatively Power ability students.

345
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Asts for differences in packaging across. institution selctiVity-

categorifs provide similar results, with one notable exception.

before,studenCabllity as measured ley the SAT score was found to bt

negatively.associata With the amount of term-time work support for all

institution selectivity groups.' ficiever, while the highly .selective
,

4_ ",
institutions. fended to differentiate their grant and scholarship ald'and

It"

".term4time work offers more sharply according to -SAT soiresnon-selective

institutfonsiter-e more sensitive to the student's academic Aptitude in

the- dtstributtoh of loans... Specificalfy;_an SAT score iii percent

greater than the mean score resulted in an istialkett 12 percent larger

..,grant and scholarship comptment, a 5 percent smaller,term-time work

corapanent, and a 3 percent larger loan t at highly selective-
-**

institutions. in contrast, the aid package at nom,seiective;institutions

(median SAT Tess than 804 or no SAT rtquired) would have exhibited a

grant and scbolarsh-p component increased by_5 percent abOVe the average,

a 3 percent sraal le; amount of teal-time work aid, and loan proceeds 7

percent greater than the mean $201.1 That the non selective institutions

apparently c11grilminated
-

more severely -In the dist ribution, of loan aid
.across ability groups.might be the result of the heavy,rel lance an,

student loans to aid students at non-selective Institutions. r

/These esttinates are calculated at the mean values of the/relevant
variables.. See Appendix A. .

/Although no ddltional evidence Is availabfle to us, it-may well be that
the pcloprieta sti tut ions, wh(ch. accounted for about one -half of

. -the full -time 1 lments of non-selective institutions,- attracted

students with larger Joan packages. That is, 'the marginally better
students enrolled at the proprietary/vocational 'institutions if
fellitivey larger aid packages (i.e ns) were available.

-
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)

RicialfEthnicGroup. With tfie exception of Orocee:ds from a student

loarr, the estimates in Tables V1-5 to V1-7 imply that minorities rece ived

Iargeramounts of .each type of aid. Fat grants and scholarships, entering

frill-timeminority freshmen were offered and received over $200` more than

their majority peers. The estimated mean difference of aboUt-$27 In

term-tfinework support favdredmitnorities as well.Again, these iesults

most particularly the sizeable estimated differences in grant and scholar-
-4-

Ship aid by racial/ethnic group -- lemd.support-to the hypothesis that.

institutions were attempting to Increase minority enrollments in an effort

to meet equil education opportunity goals.

-

Student Sex. The) results from Tables VI-5 to V1-7 imply- that the

marginally greater amounts of aggregate aid to women students noted

r

ea r I i er cane primarily from student loan proceeds. fiCe

,,e....tquation(7,2), females received an estimated $48 more in loan aid than

their male counterparts. Notably, no significant difference between

. ,
. : -

sexes in the amount a grant; and scholarship aid 4r term-time work aid

offered and received was evident (see equations'[5.2] and (6.21).

Student Budget. Costs of attendance significantly InIluenced the

amounts of each type-0 aid intheNfinancial aid package. Specifically

students enrolled at an instituttori with a sIent budgeti$1,000 greater

than-the average received an estimated $151 'additional grant and

scholarship aid, $26 additional term-time-work aid, and apprOximatety

$106 additional loan support. Here, granti and scholarships and student
.

,

loans exhibit the greatest response to cost differences. The estimated

aid elasticAles with respect to costs of Attendance are 1.2, .4, and

'..:(

0.

ve



I.2 for gilnt and scholarshipaid, term -time work,. and student

/1'

Institutional Aid Funds. Institutionaeald funds evidenced a smelt ==*

impact on the distribution of each typeof aid. The estimated,coeffIcieits

in equations (5.2), (6.2), and (7.2) imply that an additional $100 in
fi

insttputionalatd.funds per FTE were associated with about $12 More In
I

gAnts and scholarships, -compared to an additional $5 in tine-time work

and about $10 more in stiideneloan proceeds. Apparently, our contghtion

about the relatively small impact of institutional aid funds on, the total

amount of aid received applies equally to the three major types of-aid.

2. The Packaging of_Diffitent Types of Aid Within Institutional

Sectbrs
-

-

Tables VII"to VI-10 contain the results of the financial aid dis-

/
ly within selectedtribution function for each type of aid estimated sepa

institutional sectors.'

PY.

In general, thi results of these regressions mirror the findings re-

ported above. The amounts of different types of aid packaged to entering

full-time freOmen at private'four-year institutions tended to be most sensitive to--

the student's family inco6e, acadeMic aptitude, and racjal/ethnic group.

However, relative to average students withtn their selectivity and control
, .

groups, all four -year institutior4 packaged aid (particularly, grant and

scholarship aid) similarly for more,talented high school graduates.' Finally,

/These estimates are calculated at-the mean values of_the relevant
variables. See Appendix A.
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Table V1-111 .

,

Deierm n dls of Grant and ScholaAliip Aid to 1972 -73 Entering Full:Tie Freshmen by Institution Sector
erlified coefficients,,ar-e significant at .05 leve,Wstandard?errpri are 4n parentheses)

DEPENDENT
,

VARIABLE

e #
A

4

EXPLANATORY VARIABLES

Racial/
Ethnic

AvaiTable Income SAT Score

AYk (lyh)(0k) S T (DshilWk) 1)(SATO° 'Rk4
,

8.1) "Grant and -.01i0 -.0166 .2713 %1725
'Scholarship (.0016) ".0022) (7.0173) (703)
Aid, All Students .e '-

.t

. , s .--

R2 .211

F = 327.14

Sex

1=

Ins '1

-1 Student-/, Aid Con-
Budget-- -Budget start

COSTk
B1

-.0$10
(.0314)

-212.1

(17.82)

2.045
(11.02)

.1506

(A652)
.1238
(.o182)

0.2) Grant and -.0359 -.0021 .1518 .0778

Scholarship (76611) (.0024) (7E71 )- (7671 )

Aid,.Public

.R
2

= .16
F = 90.98

.

349

if

continued

4

60.

AC

.0110- -146.1 -3.584 .1152 .0857 87.53
(e0340) (21:06) (13.02) (70589 ) .

-

40-
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8.3 Giant andA-.

Scholarship
' Aid, Public

2-Year

R2 = .20.

F = 71.67

.-

.Avallable 'Income

AY k Ebytt)0010

Table V1-9, concluded --

. .

SAT Score

EXPLANATORY V

snit- Pahtr_k

0174 -.0065 ..0704

0014) (.0040) (Effr)

Grant and -.0924

cirg§)Scholarsh1P
Aid, Private
Wear

.28
F = 96.81

-.0133
.0063

-.low -23.32 Ot
1.43446 (i0.81 -o074) 620)

7 _

p

5

-<
_

.1799 -.7786 ;-634.3 42-A02 __: .1325 .1765 652.4.'

(.0 23 CIJR) 59.52) (36.72) (55150 (7153)
,
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Table V1-5

0terminants tif Term-Time Work Aid Packaged to 1972 -73 Ente'ring*F-Ull-Tlik Freshmen by Institutional Sector
_ (Underlined coefficients are signifiCant at .05 level;. standard errors are in parentheses) 1'

41,

'DEPENDENT

-VARIABLE

19.1)

(9.2)

EXPLUAbinrVARIABLES

Racial ,
A

A , Ethnic . Student 'Aid con-
Available income SAT Score Group TSex Btiaget -Budget stant

, 4....t.....

AYk (Iii) iAYk) SATk IDshliSATO .(bsr)(SA .11k: \ '"CL)STk /I
... ,sz

Term-Time Work, -.4045 -.01404

(.0104)
ay.

. id

. -;.0185-
C0085)

11

tAll Students (.0008) ..4011 )

=

Fes= 617.69
f

b

Te 'rm -Time fork -.4082 -.0045 -.0153
Public 4-Year (70010 (.01iff). *(.014t)

R2 = .06
F = 23.34

353

.16

.0141 -26.88 -5.557 .0201 .0509 152.1
(.0153) (8.667) (5.360) (70025 (.0088)-,----

LI

.0225 .0125 - 1 -44.47 - -7,767 .0069 .0641 155.1

(.9105), (.0178) *(W.CTS) (6.798) 1.0047) cbTOD -
-

Continued)
3154', .



I

-Avaflithe Income

Table VI-9, 'concluded

AYR ryh)(Aik), SAT

9:3 .TfienWrime" Work,c 0070 -.0023 ' .05,59,
Public 2-Yaro .(.006) .(.0043) (.0219)

A= .04
F 1.14.11"

9:4)'c term-Time Work I - 19
.

Private 4-Year 0021

.05
= 2.41 *

rA

-

Io

EXPLANATORY VARIABLES

S -Sc,or&'
Student Aid

Sex Budget Budget scant

4.78
e.0486 (18.34) WOO

4,

.657j) -.0185 ., 137

.001

-.0026 -.0321- - .0514' .08
(.0023) (.0292 -CiTI3V),

4
S

4.

S

';/Jo.44 45.75 .0186 .0153 .140.0-
(21.98) (12.70). .timulr- (A184)

:

I



. a Table`V1710

.i' _-- -...,

Ddterminants of Student Loan Aid Packaged to 1972-73 Entering Full-Time Fres by'institditoa ector
;_(Underlined coefficients are significant at .05 level; standard errors are parentheses).

-Available income

EXPLAHATRiVARIABLES

4. Rectal/
Ethnic -

'SAT Score Group

-
Dma(SATk) (00) 1SATi

. I. Student Loan, -.0226 -.0686 : .0411 .0303
Ali Students (.001.3) (.0018) (4477) c.0145) .0261) (44.77) (9.135) (.1 o43}'

26

Rk

inSi'l

Student Aid
;Bu -Budget

__-

tonic Of

7.666 -48.23 !MT;

.

.4
. , ,,

0.2) Student Wan, -.0229 -.0011- -.0456 .0065 .1750k -12.94 -26.06' .0962 ' .0470 ,11.

Public 4-Year (.0018) (.0021). -(.0243). (.0181) (.0305) . (18.90) (11.68) (.0080) .0181)

26.90

(continued)

-

z_
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1 -

z
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Table- yl -1D, concluded.

SAT-
k %Dshl(SATk)- SA_

EXPLANATORY VARIABLES

inst 1
. Ethnic Student` Aid

SAT Score Group- Sex kigieL ,Budget -- spnt
-

Student -Loan -.pioo , 40052 .03911 -3475 -25.42 ..0830 -.-0360
Public 2-Year .6014) (.0038) (7619T)) (.0422) Tg.§2) . (10.24) CiTt.MTC) (.0252'

;-t

0.4) Student Loan, - .0420.
(.0043)

-.0102 .0303
(..0579)_Private *Year (.0045)

R2R .09
F = 26.26

-.0463 82.20 -52.92 .0643 .0287 271.
(T)3117) (.0988) 143.46) (25.18) 1.0113) (.0365)
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_packaging of different types of aid tq freshmen at public two-year

instItutions Vias least affected by tlie specified student, faiily, and

Ins-ant:Tonal attr4butes.

-.'These- results are discussed In greater etall

4

Income. Within each institutional sector, the packaging of grant aad

scholarship aid was most sensitive to differences jn available income. This

result likely reflects the larger role of Institutions in will-An:lite-4dgC-

(and targeting) gift aid. Beyond this, private four-year Institutions

tended to dlicriminate more sharply by familyincomejn the-distHbution of

each type of aid. Since the private institutions enrolled relatively more

freshmen from higher income faMilies, this differentiation should not be

surprising.

Overall, according to the estimates in equation OM, entering full-
,

time freshmen with family incomes $1,000 greater thap the average received

$43 to $57 less in grantand scholarship aid. Ambng institutional sectors,

the $1,000 income increment reduced gift aid by an estimated 6 at public

four-year institutions, $17 at public two-yearjnstitutions a $92 to

$106.atvprivate four-year. colleges: Notably, only in the. private

year sector did institdtionslzrolling higher income,students pac

,grant and scholarship aid drf 'entlyithan their let-to-middle in

sister institutions. In this case, the higher income private four4ear

t

.institurIons increased grant and scholarship aid at .a greater rate for

(

telatively lower income freshmen, in the amount of $106 per $1,000 in_

family:Income compared to $92 per $1,000.in family income at the low-to-middle

, income private four-year college.

In the packaging o`f student work ald,_institutions exhibited similar
.

adjustments in the amounts of aid for:small Offerences in family

.0

3

3

0
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4,

Income. From equations (9.21 to .0:4), aline, percent increase in family .

Income reduced the amount of student earnings by one to three percent. /

J.
Within:sect:51-s, differences in the packaging of term-time work aid cbetween

higher] and low-to-middle income instittitions emerged only among public four-
. . -

year institutions..
.. ,4

-

Finally, differences in family income produced.rotly coMparable changes
, *.

in the amounts of studen t loans across institutional sectors. The adjust-
1 .

ments to student loans implied in Table V1-10 ranged from 19 percent per
- ----__

ten percent difference in family income,at public four -year Institutions
- _ -

.

tit21 perCent per ten percent difference In family incope-at private four-

year institutions. Notably, only private four-year institutions differed

in the packaging of-tiudent loaris according to the median family- income

of their enrol-led students. Specifically, a ten percent increase in

income reduced the loan,cdpapgoOt of the aid package by 14 percent at the:

low-to-middle income private-iGiaryear college compared 'to a 19 percent

reduction at its upper-middle income sister Institution.-

SAT Score. Across all instltutional sectors, student ability pro-

aced the largest adjustments A the packaging of grant and sabiolarship

aid., Differences emerged, however, among institution groups in the

magnitude of the odjustments. Table? V1-8 to Vi-l0 contain estimates of

the effects of studeht SAT scores On the packaging of different, types of

aid.

Consistent with the Oettilts presented abdme, grant and scholarship

aid and term-time earnings packaged to entering f411-time

/These estimates are calculated at the mean values of:the relevant variables.

See Appendix A.
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freshmen at public two -year Institutions were least influenced by measured

if1739

academic aptitude.: Fromquations, (8.2) .and (9:2), a 100 point
/

improvement in the SAT score for these students resulted in changes of

'leis than $10 In the amounts of each type of aid-received.

..

,
Plckaging among four-year institutions differed by sector and:,'

I -
-selectivqy group. Bon-selective public four -year institutions tended

ID-Increase grant and loan aid, while decreasing work aid, to better'stir:

dents. From uations (8.1), (9.1), and (10.1), an entering-freshman

presenting an SAT score 100 points...greater than the iverage'woulde.have

received an estimated $19 in.additionA grant and scholarship aid and an

added $18 In loan proceeds. Te;m-time earnings would have been.reduced

r
by about $2. In contrast, a similarfreshman at a non-selective private

four-year institution received a package with smaller amounts of Both

(
grant and scholarship aid and term-time earnings (-$32 and -$3, respectively).

The package included a slightIttarger loan component (see. equations (8.4),

t_
(9.4), and (10.4)).

Abiong.highly selective institutions, the patterns of packaging between

four-year sectors were more similar. Private fodr-year Increased

grant and scholarship aid by an estimated 364 and marginally decreased term-

time work aid by about $8 for every 100 paint improvement ,in SAT scores.

Packages at highly:selective pubIttfour7year institutions were simparly

'affected. 'The more able entering full-time fr&hman received about $27

(more gift aid-and hardly a dollar more in earnings.

lAn interesting result, 1#6rage loan aid demonsWbted no significant association
withSAT score at highly elective insti-tutions, -Although pot significant
within sectors, the high selective-SAT score re 'is significant merall._
Several explanati6nslwouid be consistent with these results. Certainly, the
partitioning removes some of tOe variation and reduces the sample sizes. Further,

able,students attending private rwo7year and professional schools who might.be
recipients of larger loansare included 'in -the total but not partitio'ned'out in

Table V1-10. . 6 .

3 6 3
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_
These comparisons are of interest since, taken as a %hole, they

Indicate the nature_and limited extent of differences in attempts to attract

more talented high schoolograddates with fin cial aid. At fitst glance,
4 /

highly selective private and public four-year insiitutioris.improved aid

packiges to the more able entering full-time fre'shmen by providing the

greatest Increase in gift ald relatiVe4o term-timelmorkand loan Th

less se4ectiVe Institutions also tended to increase grant and schoiaaktp

aid.for.the better students; but only by two thirds the amount offered and
..-

-..--

received In the more selective institutions.

Looked at another way, however, the int.titutions appear to have been

competing oniessentially4ipal footing. The gift aid elasticities with

4 respect to student ability were 8 for all four-year colleges of middle

and high selectivity.- Said another whir, a freshman with anSATscOre ten

percent great thanhe average of freshmen attending similar institurions

(by cciptrgl an selectivity) received 8 percent more in grarit and scholarship

aid. This latter result suggests that institutions packaged aid similarly

to students whose academic abilities"differed in roughly the same proportion.from

their own students. While more talented freshmen received more favorable

aid packages, colleges within institutional sectors did not differ markedly ,

in their packaging of aid to theie students.
4

,
. Racial/Ethnic Group. Evidence continues to show that minorities are

under-repreiented-at"four-year institutions..'. Efforts to rgdr the 81s--

parities ih enrSilment-mix would call for these institutions to padkage

relatively larger amounts'of gift aide- minot'ity students. In fact., data
. __--- .

,from the NLS Simple, presented in Table VF -8, suggest that in 1972-73, four-
.

. .
.

. .

year institutions pursued this strategy. 6. average, minority freshmen
0

received $146 pore grant andschollrshiRcaid at public four-year institutions

4
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thandia-their.i6jority peers. At private four-year institutions, the .. --
. . .

.

.

. __
,,. estimated difference came to $694., Not surpriSingly, no significant difference

4w
,, .

inr,gift aid according to racial /ethnic group emerged among public two-yeargroup

college freshmen.

=

From TablIi V1-9 and VI-10, minority stylehts tended to get Wghtiy

.,__more in term-time earnings and about the same amount Of Student loans as.

their fellow students.. No large differences were apparent_across insti-

--"futional sectors.

Student Budget. Student costs of attendance margSnally increased the

need for and receiot_ofadditional aid funds among all institutional sectors.

Throughout, variations.in the budget induced thelargest differences in aid
. -a ,

. '

riCeived by freshmen puhtfc iwo-yeAr colleges. A ten-percent larger

amounts of Oftaid, term-time earnings, and stU-budget inCreased

-"
,dent loan proceeds .:an eitimated 18 percent, 12 percent,. and 19 percent,'

respectively. / Sihce few public two -year college students,could'lay claim

,
to family resources, student costs reflect the major differences in need.

- .

Institutional Aid Funds. As before, institutional aid funds Oer FTg
=

.

exhibited a small estimated influence on the amots of different types of

Alp

aid offered and.reCeived. Within each sector, a ten percent increase In

institutiOna effort per'FTE generated under $5 more of each type of aid

Notably, the size of the estimated effect differed oriIy slightly across

. sectors.

1

4

/The insignificant influence o? studutbudgets on earnings at public four-
jeer colleges might result from less needy students taking part-tfine Yobs.
See the estimates of the determinants of College Work - Study- earnings below.
a
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O. - The Patkaging of Fe

. .,
analysis

,
.-

Up to this paint' the discuSsion and ni has-focused upon the. -,./-

. key_determlpants of the distribution of,finahcial ardfrom all sources.
. z

t_ ,Implicitly,Ahe importahce of specifieerminants has beih taken as.
- -

ral

VI-42

.

% J,

evidence of the intent of all donors. Institutions can make adjustments

to aid packages which reflect institutional objecPves. For this reason,

.the interpretation of the marginal effects (measured,by th, regression

coefficients) refers primarily to institutiogel -objectives:.

To the extentthat the objectives of Federal all programs differ

from institutional goals, the packaging: of student aid will be modified.

Clearly,- the intent of the Office or-Education student aid programs, is
.1

to promote equal educational opportunity. j. In this section, thedis7

tribution of Federal aid, including aid_provided through the Educational
. .

_ u
. -

Opportunity Qrant program-andtoileg Woek-Study program, is examined.--

These estimates understate the impact of Federal aid programs, *Ice
10.

many contain matching-provitions which direct-non-Federal aid to the

Federally- aided student (see Chapter IV): 1

'_ /The language in-the law is/inconsistent at several points and includes no direct'
,comprehensive statement of intent. Nevertheless, both the history and provisions
of the legislation do indicate this general thrust. ;See College Entrance Exami-
nation Washington Office [1974]). /

.

.

. i/

/It should le noted that the clasiification of aid as "Federain-aid involves
some arbitary judgments. State loan-programs, utilizing the Federal 80 percent
-- .

reinsurance and'interest subsidies, are defined as-Federal aid even-though the.
states run the programs and lending institutions provide the dollar's. Similary,
College Work-Study and Vocational Rehabilitation programs may include Federal',

s6te, and institutional dollars; support from these programs is, nevertheless,
. classified here as tiFedei-al" aid. A . -,-

Perhaps amore serious limitatlog is the accuracy of student reporting.
Students aided through College Work-Study may work side by side with students.

. . n an Institutional work program. Ma workers --'in either program -- would
' be unaware of the difference. in an tier report, Wagner and- Tenison,[1976] -

found the recipidnt shares and average unts of aid reported. for.specifiC
sources of aid in tlie NIS did not differ rkedly'from progran data. These .

findings.permit'someLconfldence in the 650112teS developed below.
i
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-Total'Federal Aid

4

-Table V4-11 contains the results of the estimated student aid dis-

tribution function for Federal aid across institutional sectors. The

adjusted R2 of
1:1

16 to .20 compare favorably with the "fit".exhibited for

.

total aid,101scuesedabove. Since an estimated 56 percent of'.all afded .

NLS full-time freshmen reported at least some Federal aid; this result

sbould not be surprising.

Income. The student's family resources influenced the distribution

of, Federal aid in 1972-73, as exPecied from equation 01.117 And additional
a

$1,000 in-Income reduced the Federal aid received by $45 among students at

low-to7-middle income institutions and by $57 to freshmen enrolled at hIghir

income institutions.

. .

The packaging-of Federal aid responded more sharply than total aid,

from all sources-to difference in family-income. Whereas a ten percent

decrease in income produced an estimated 18 percent increase in the aid

,,package, Federal aid increased by almost 20 percent. --
.

Across sectors, the private foUr-year institutions tended to discrimi-

nate more sharply by income in the packaging of Federal aid. Private-four-

=year college freshmen from families with income $1,000 lkss than average

received-an estimated $67 to $80 more Federal-aid:

SAT Score. .Academic aptitude prdved to be a nearly insignificant

influence on the distribution of Federal -aid. Notably, the SAT score

weakly encouraged-greater amounts of Federal aid only at non-selective

/The estimates are calculated at the mean values of the relevant variables.

Tee Appendix A.
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Table Vili
e

-Determinants of Total Federal Aid Packaged to 1972-73 Entering Full-Time Freshmen by instutionaiSector
(Underlined coefficients are significant at .05 level; standard errors are parentheseW,

DEPE4DENT
-VARIABLE

.9*. 4 :

EXPLANATORY VARIABLES; ;"
- f r

Racial/
r 4

_Ethnic Student, . Aid --. -.Con--
Available income 4.- &MO, -

,-----. .., ----, --...._
Sek- Budget jlud4e:f- stant

,,,Nik iDyh)(AYk) SATk. 1(Sk) -1041(SATO
-'-- 's .; 1 -.1.

..'n t7 -. _--

7,(A.
''=.0120kJ) Total Fe eral .-.04

AIL All ., (--660)
.,...40(1den

tit
.-

,thStr

SAT Score. .

q

A
4

IM2) "Tota.1,Federa -.0456
- {745E5)!!" Aid, 4iublc

4-Year,

11.

F=

= 116.7i

/

I

Alt

or

.0193 / =.0016

.0217), (.0178)

O

O

.10PP .-121.4 -52.07 :1399 .1877
Tz---)20 ,g8.17) (l 1.24) 900 295

-

=.0034 -.0175 .0555 . 'AM
(:0028) :A:0319) C5Y2377). (.0 01

4

4?

." (continued)

.

le /,;" a -
/ a

98:3 2,52 .1229 .' .2042. 401.5

-94:0)" ATTffr 17.1010D (76157)

WY

-
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_Avat Ede idcoare

Table V1 -l}, concluded-,

re&

AYk ,(11,411) (AY/k) SATk (D
.

. .

.3)=74
,

pi Federal -%6300 -..004w -:6458
, Aid, Public . L0022) (.0063) ,(.0117}
*2-lear '- sir:.

R2,'
,= .16 _ ..

F =. 54.28

(111) Total federal
Aid Private
Vrztear

R2 = .16
F = 47.86

l
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eXPLAHATORY VARIABLES
+-

V...

' l'rfSi;1
Student_ A1d

-SAT. Score
I Ethnic

Grail!) Sex Budget- Budget' scant
:

SATk),, 11(SATI) Rk Fosrkhl(

-4rr

-.0365 46,51- .1554- -.0537., 157.0

(.0063). t26.54)- (17.0t) C01I7) 1(.0,4291
_

(.0696) (.0368 (.1186)
-31.89 72i.46

II

3-

,

.-1155* '.0512 550.7

(30.24i (.0136Y 1:0439)-

.
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nStittipons. in part, this could reflect the use of Federal loans among

eshmen otherwise unable 3t `tap flmanci,414id sourcessources,.
1

---

V1

..-.' '. .

.
.

Across Institutional sectors, the estimated influence of SAT scores
. ..-

on the allocation 'Of Federal aid was quite small or insignificant. That is,
--..

.
.,

fqr every I0 percen't viriation in the measured score, Federal aid dffiere4
-- ...

iiy. Tess thah th ree percent. -

V

Racial /Ethnic Group. 0verall,,enterRng- full -tie minority freshmen
/

a

received about $120 more in Federal aid than their majOeity peers; Further,

--,
.-, Federal aid programs.targeted funds to minority students to greater

*1r..t.. "-....

. .

extenedidtotal-id from all sources. To illustratejederal aidthan_
--'0:

_.'

accounted for sfightly more tharronehaif of the average aid received
.

).'y all entering full-time
1

.fresbraen.,, Minorities received $200 more 14 total

. aid and an estimated $120 more in Federal aid rthe. differential measured about

60 percent.

From equations (11.3) and (1_1.4), Federal aid did not differ

. , . .

. significantly bdt3 een.6e racial/eihnic gioups it,publ c two-ye- ar and

private four-year institutions. Generally lower income students and

limited use of Federal aid mighetiave accounted for the result at public

. .

two-year colleges. The quite different distribution of Federal aid from
i - .-

, .
f

, __

... different progeams -- with Federal-loans utilized by majority students
-.

. , _

and1c-in-hased aid packaged to miqnrities:- could explain the result
. .

6 . -

withilE the private,foLi--ya:s;ctor. .
a 34

4.

Student Budget.. Acpording to the estImlates.in table V1-11 44eral
.,,

! .

aid was sensitive to differences in c4Vts of, attendance, anoss'ati

sectors. Inptitut ions with budgets $500 above the average included U 0 * .
ik IP 1,tr-$60.more Federal aid inthi'p4,kage.

.

____

1

/"."
Ari

a4.

t
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A *

Cbmpared to,total aid from all sources, Federal aid was equally senstt46
,

to student 4b8s of attendance. Institutions with budgets ten percent above
- _

. the average offered and awarded ten percent-larger aid packages and included

ten-percent more Federal aid.

-4./- .,/

Institutional Aid Funds. From equation (11.1), greater amounts of.

institutional aid funds-,per FTE were associated with larger amounts Of

Fed eal aid in the package. The influence, however, was marginal:A

percent increase in'institutional aid efforts increased the Federal

aid amount by about one percent. Since the Federal Guaranteed Loan program

. dwarfed the campus-based programs (which included matching requirements),

this cesult shoUld not be surprising.

, '

:

2. Campus-Based Federal Aid: EGG and CW-S

iv Tables V1-12 and V1-13, the OLS estimates for; the dittribution cf-.
, =

Initial-year Educational Opportunity Grants (LOG) and College UdOrk-Study

earnings .(CM -S)" are presented,

t

Income. Institutions targeted both EOG and Work-Study awards on

students and to a greatefexupt tt all gift aid or works:aid.' SPecifically,'

entering full-time freshmen with family incomes ten percent less than
a

income

the average income received 3E percent greater EOQ awards and 24 percent

,

greater CW-S stipends. For all grant and scholarship- aid and all term-time

work aid, an identical income differedce would have, increased the packaged

. amounts by 22 and 2t pereent, respectively. These differences were

hibited within each institutional secta.
Y

z

SAT Sabre. Student academic aptitude weakly influenced ttlp size of

t
the EGG awards. AFrom'Table 1V-12, only theE0G packagingAtjprivate

_ _ _ _ _ _

I

Or.
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eraiinants of ducaiThira 0 portun t

Table,Y1-12.

Grants Pack4ged to 1972-73 Enter ng Full me Freshmen by nstitutional Sector

DEPERDElft
MIAMI

nderlined

-/

dents s gn cant at ,0 eve sten

Available Income

a

3

r eirors st p rep

EXPLARAfORYVARIABIAS

-Racfal/
! Ethnic

Group_ -SAT Score

AYk (Dyh)(AYk) SAtk (Dsh)(SATO.

1

(12. -.0121 -.0009 -.0002 -.0015 .00i7
Al .Student4 (0T6).0 (.0007) (.0073) (.0060) (.0108)

'R 2 = .11

F = 133.43

-4--(12.2) Ea,
Public 41 ear

R
2 = .11

F = 92.13

37

,

a
- * 4

-.0003 .0040 .0079'
(.0009) (.0104) (.0077)

eses

-78.37 -7.420

/

Student-- Aid
Budget Budget ,scan

COST .

.0188 ' .0425 120.4-

,(6.i47 3.802) (.0018) (.0063)

te;

8 1:17:=-

0o3 (705")

(continued

-S

.

I
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Table V1 -12, concludA

EXPLARrfORY VARIABLES

`="Ractaii - instil- Ethnic "Student -1-12 Con-,

Available cable Inome_ SAT Score 7 Group. 7-Sex Budget Budget scant

__,EOG . .
P.u1311, 2-Year

AYk '.(lityh),(AYk) -,. SATk ilD ta (sgo- l(Dsi toA-tiz

a V V 4.' . e
-.0086 .0008 ---0023 . ---- ' -.0152 -31.93 , -18.94 _ .0274 -.0209 60.62
1.oir)oy cao2p) . (,0101) A.0225 Y' (8.94) (5.452) (.p937) (.0134)

,) r

1 . .
., .

111

00143
(.Q0-20)

.

-.0502
. f(.1.6)

:0625
(.0136)

0

..-0147
(..0436)

(12.4) RIG, .

Pr ivat'e 4-Year
'j. 0197 ,

(.0013)-
-104.1 12.28 .0149 . .00.02 244.0
(T9n2.1 11.13) (.,,170.4 . 1.0161)

.2 ' 0 ,

y
.

R2 ..' 0--",,,
... .11

F = 3r.

Yr



Table VI-B.-
. _----;-/ '-.

determinants of College Work-Study Aid Package to 1972,13 "EiteringFull-Time Freshmen by Instipktiggal Sector
.11InderTined coefficients signifleant dt,.05 level; standard error( are,In parentheses -

-DEPENDENT
:VARIABLE

;

3`1}

ITTAudents
I

.07
= 82.52

r...2 . -1.0081'
Public 4-Year .((i01)

Available Income
e

Alik"

-11:084

(.Cmc5-)

.

It
2

= :1
F = 56.06

378

if

O

Ur' 4
,

AEXPLAR fORY V ABLES

a

SAT Score

(D6)).(SATk)

-

-.0013 -.6277 -.0125
0007) ./.15)7D

(.0009)

(Dgi-)(SArkl-

Y Instl
Eth . Student- Aid
Droup Sex:

4
-Budget Budget stant-

Xk (:COSTis Bi
Z

. -19.98 .0169 :0435 133.
catiT9) f5-.978), (3,690 ITFOD 'f.00sr)(-.-0105).

.0050 - -.0117 -
(.6076)

(con

1

.

.9153 :-t74-E8 -16\28 ...0075 .0639 122.7
(7.928) (4.90i) (.0031.1)

Inued)
I.

i
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pEPENDENT
_VARIABLE

fl.

ti ;

Table V1713, concluded

1

AV.

EXPLANATORY V4RL4LES

Raciai/
.1

Ethnic Student Con-
*Al table' Income - SAT Score Group Sex Budget; '2nudget start

AY)'"
-(Dyh)(AYk)

ciTk (Osh) (SATO (Ps tATiY.. f-tk Xit COSTk

(13.3) cw-s, -.0062 -.0015 -.0468

Public 2-Year (76(5) (.0024) (7)T21)

R ='.08
F= 27.27

r

aft

-1)058 -37:62 .-22.08 .0418 ,.0059 78.29

.0273) (ITC.15) .0.630) (.0045 ..0160

113.44 CW-S; -
cal")

I"
-

'-. .0009

( . cm ! 8)

I-

-.0654 .

(.RN)
.::0118
(.0119)

.:1139

(.0385)

.

1.890

.116.95)Private 4-Year

R2 = .06
F = 16.38;

As .#

I

425.07 :0099' .0153 165.2

(9;.8i8) (.1017) U0142)

381

-



.

four-year.institutiolls-showed, with SAT score. Here', a
.

al .- .

. . ten percent' improveRient in SAT Scores reduced the EOG award by,aAstimated
. ?

' .6 pe5pent. 71,the other hand; -College Work -Study aid' fended to go to ...
r-

. '
lower ability students within all Setors (although no significant differences

,--

..
.- .

.

jp packaging CWS awards were apparent among public four-year college ffeshmen).
. , .

- TIN general, a ten percent imprOvement in,scores resulted in a 6 to'10 per-
,-.

. li
.

, .I or '-''
% ,

cent reduction in CW-S 'earnings.

-'Racial/Ethnic Group. .As equations (12.1) to (12.4) i Nustrad,
_ . _____

institutions clearly favored minorities in packaging EOGawards, The

mean differences wexe(quite pronounced, with typical minority tudents at ,

. . .

... . . .,
four-year institutions receiving nearly $100 ,pre EOG aid than their majority

-
.

;

peersother thingsecival. a /. ,.....4

t ...... , - .

i
Other things, equal, entering.fdlj-tide minority -freshmen rieceived about $40

.
, _

I

. - \ ,

more in CW-S stipends. than did majority freshmen. Across sectors, significant
... ,

.4,

differences in stipends between raclal/ethnic
-
groups emerged only among'

freshmen in public institutions (see equation 13.2) TO- (13.3)). Private
_ .. ( 4 . , _

.

.... i 1 ..
four-year institutions were likely to have alternata sources of aid. Hence,

*

consistent with the results presented above, the findings that rillnority

freshmen receiued about .the same amount of earnings from College WOrk-Study

.

programs as other freshmen implies that these students were receiving

.flop-work

/Reporting e rrors Could also account foethe insignificant results. To
..- .

t the extent that, private institutions administer larger institutional 146:15
Oograms, and both CW-S'and instittleional program workers listed their .

.

earnings under"College Work-Study,the estimated coefficient would, of.
.course, be biased. No obvious videnqe in favor of this interpretations is
.available., If such reporting errors'exist:they probably should apply,
'equally within the publi.dlour-year setor:

382
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As Indicated ill both Tables V1-12 and V.1-13, female
. \ '. -

shmen teh ed to receive larger amounts of EO b is institiion )

Vi-53

and CW-,S, (at all ins.tituti-ona). The differences, however, were generall,

less an $25: For the most part, this result probably stemmed frocri the

ller expected contribution (hence, gre9ter need). for female ti:Ants.

Student, Budget. Differences in student costs of attendance exhibited

the expected influence on EOG and CW-S awards. From equation (12.1), a
-

ten percent larger student budget elicited a ni-ne percent greater EOG

award. This was less than-the estimated effedt of student costs on the
. 1.

amount of total grant and scholarship aicreCeived. The EOG program re-

Oirement limiting awards to the lesser of one -half of need or*$1,500

dampened the imp.ict.of greater costs.

College Work-Study stipends increased by about8 percent for every

10 percent increase in costs. This was almost trice the increase exhibited

for all:term-time earnings. In large part, the difference here reflected the

need-based packaging of College Work-Study stipends. if .non -needy frelh- .

c , . .

men took on part-timeijobs, the measured association between all earnings
, -

and student costs. would be reduced.

Institutional Aid Budget. From the estimates in equations (12.1)

and (43.1), the institutional commitment of resources tb student aid

significantly influenced the packaging of EOG and CW-S awards. It is

noteworthy that the marginal impact Was slight: an incrase of one

percent lastitutiona effort (about $15,00 raised the EQrC ad CW-S

3 8 3
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stipends an estimated. .16 qnd .15 percent, respectively. These _effects demon-
.

f

Strate the limit's constraint imposed by the rikching requirements. ,JrstitutiOns,

which were unable, o commit a larger amount of their own resources to student aid re

' ceivid only slightly smaller Federal ailociations and packaged somewhat smaller award]
., .

t . 1

Across institutional sectors, the level of institutional aid funds

influenced the amount of the EOG or CW-S award'only among public four,

year institutions. Within the private four-year sector,tnstitutlonai
.

student-at 'd ft nds likely exceeded the necessary .matcbing requirements at

most institutions. le'rice."; marg?nal improvements in institutional aid

funds per FTE would have tended to attract no.additidnal Federal dollars

,

and...no change in award amounts. On the other hand, the relatively low

. .

- participation of public two.-year.3colleges in the campus-based programs

Tight have accounted for the insignificant effect.of institutional aid
e'

resources en EGG and CW-S packaging'. Simply,, if these institutions did

not apply for Federal aampus-based funds, improvements ,in- institutional

effort, would bring forth no change in aid from these programs.

E. Conclusions

Several interesting and useful results have emerged from the empirical

tests of hypotheses on student financial aid packaging.
a -

First, the studenevfinancial need, as influenced by family inc
I

and the level of the Student expense budget, was found to be most important

ill the packaging of aid.

_With respect to .measures of income, the key results can _be summa'rized

as follows: .1

1) The'total amount of aid exhibited an'elastic xesponse
to changes in income: entering full-time.-freshmen from
familie with incomes ten percent less than average
receiv it percent.thore finaWnial aid dollars.

.
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. 24 Of al l_' grant end:sch6latsh4 a emonstrated
the fargeseresponse-q differences in family income.--;

Aid from Federal sourced tended to bdistrikuted more
toward the tower income, full-time freshme than was
non-Federal aid of similar.typis, In particular, a
ten percent difference in family income produted a 20
percent change in lthe amount of Federal a44, a-35 pee-
cent change in the EOG award, and a .25 percent change in th

CW-S stipend.' For all financial aid,, all grant and
/

scholarship aid,-and all term-time work proceeds, the ,

ten-percept income difference would-have induced 14-

changes in au units of 18, 22, ana 15 percent, respectively.
- s.

.

.
:

.

Acroiss selected institutional sectors, aid packages at'.
prAvate-four-year.calleget tended to bemost Sensitive

S

3)

to differencet in family ine69es. Aid packages at pablic.
two-year-institutions were.least affed-ted, This latter-

. nesult probably, reflected the public tiro -yearn college

freshmen's reliance on earnings from term-time jobs not
controlled by institutionataid offices.

'5j Even within institu(onal sectors, institutions,enrolling
higher income studerits tended to discriminate more severely
according to family income. Overall, full-time frestuben .

from families with incomes ten percent less than average
received 15 percent more aid dollars at institutions with
'more law=tormiddle i.ncomestudents and.22.percent larger
packages at colleges enrolliiig more upper middle ;imam -

k
students.

n.

Diff erences in costs-of attendance also influenced the amount and

composition of the financial aid package. Four findings illustrate how

,student qcpense bbdgets 'affected the packaging of aid:

1) .Full time freshmen attending higher priced institutions

. were more likely to receive financial aid, and in Larger
amounts. A $3,000 difference in student. budge tt (the
approximate 1972-73 public/pHs:fate tuition-gap) was'
associated with a 1.1 point difference in the probability
of receiving aid: Expressed another-west'', aten percent

greater student budget increased the-sjze'oftte'financial
aid package bytereperce9t.

-

% 2)** Of all..types, grant and scholarship aqt.was'Most'respo ive

.ta differedtes In student costs. -A student budget ten
percent greater. than avecege.increased tt;e.yriount of gifit

aid by 12 pertent, the amountof student loan proceeds
by 11 percent, and the amount ofitermItime earnings by

, by 4 perdent.

3$5



3) Student costs of attendance exhibited a roughly Pro-

.
Amortional influence'on the packagingof aid from Federal
sources: ten percent greater'costs were associated with
a ten percent larger padkage.

4) Across institutional lectots, aid- packages-at pubItc'two-
. :.year institutions here most sensitive to differences in

- student costs. Teas result applied as-well to the pack-
. agi.ng of diffdrent types of financial aid,a.c.1.d to the dIs-

. ir-lbution of federal aid. Since: the public two-year ctor

enrolled relatively lower income students;.costi'proba ly
refletted a.Major source of variation rn the need for 4and

use of3 student assistance.

. , s

Seip nd, entering full-time minority freshmen received large, more

favorable aid packages than their. majority peers. At least in 1972-73,

,,

evidence from the 14LS suggests a demmitment t4; equal educational opp6rtunity,
..,. .,

. .

among`donors and administrators of student financial aid. In particular:

. ,

1) Holding income,-SAT score, -and student expen;es (among other
variables) fixed, minority freshmen were about 7perdentage
pornts more likely to receive some nod- family financial -

support. . :

Minority reshmen received an estimated $200 more gift
aid than their peers. Differences in term-time work

earnings and student loan proceeds across'racial/ethnic
groups were Much less. 4%.

3) Other things equal; Federal aid prograts targetted funds
to minority freshmen to a greeter extent than did non-,
Federal aid sources.

..cross Institutional sectors, aid packages at pri ate

four-year colleges exhibited the 4featest absolute
dollar difference fayoring minorrties,7.can 'estimated '2,

difference of $495 in total aid and .$634 in grant and
scholarship aid. 'Smaller differences between minority
and majority aid packages emelped among the public
institutions. Here, the implicit tuition subsidyrel.
duced the financial needs of all students.

Third, student achievement/ability, ps measured by the student's SAT

score, influenced the packaging'of different types of aid with the higher

ability.students recording larger amounts of gift aid. the effects of

3?G
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. -
-- ,

J the student's SAT score in packagiag, however,%app1eared to be--- in
.

....

.

,
.

.. .
.

absolute terms 7,- relatively small. 'Specificalty:

1) A 100 point improvement in the SAT score increased the
'likelihood of receiving aid by 2 percentage points.
Furthei, the aggregate amount of agd increased about. -

4 percent for every ten percent increase-in the SAT score.

I!

2i' Higher ability studentg tended ,to utilize largir amounts
of grant and scholarship.aid and. smaller earnings from
a term-tipe lob than did their lower ability peers. A
student with SAT-scores ten percent above the aye:age
recorded a 9'percent larger amount of gift aid, a_2 per-

cent larger student loah7-arala 4,perdenX smaller amount.
of tei time earnings.

3) Highly selective institutions apparently discriminated more .

severely according to:student achievement ability in packaging
aid. Theie is little evidence here than the less selective

institutions used more favorable financial aid packaging
to.attract the most talented high school graduates. 4.
Moreover, the.selectiv'e four-yer public and private
institutions completed on roughly equal footing:'in both
sectors, entering freshmen with SAT.scores ten percent
better than aVerage'recb-ived 8 percent larger amounts

of grant and seholarthi-p aid.

4) The amount of Federal' aid was least influenced by student

agility. A ten percent increase in SPif scores idduced ,

a 3 percent increase in the Federal aid.component. Within

specific programs, the effect differed: Overall, LOG

award's increased 6 percent while CW -S stipends remained
the same for every 10 percent improvement in the SAT score.

.

. Fourth, the institutionalcommitment of resources to student aid

marginally affected the allocation of,ail types of aid, Federal and non-

/
Federal. This result is, somewhat surprising,.given the matching re-

,

.qui ements in.Federal campus-pased student aid progr=ams. ,Apparently,

across all institutions, the matching fund requirements were so modest

4
s

and/ortampus-based Federal, aid accounted for such a small share of

available student aid resources that the influence of the level of

institutional student aid funds on packaging was negligible More

A , /

specifically: '

A

387



4

7.
1/1-0

4

I
. . .

1) A ten percent increase to thepool of institutional ..

-, resources pet FTE (about $150,000 at the "average'
institution) increased the chances of recejving aid
by .13 percentage points and-the aggregate AnTount of
the ard package by .7 percent. _. -N ,.,

.

.'' I
Among Federal campu s-based aid programs, the level bf
institutionalignd funds'per FTE exhibited a" somewhat
greater influence on the packaging of mg and CW-S -,
awards. Howev4r, the effects remained relativeli, slight:
a ten percent increase in institutional aid funds in- .'

.

, duced only 2 percent greater EbGlai.ards and CW-5 stipends.
1 .

.2) Across institutional-sectors, aid packageswerepargInally
- affected by the levil of- institutIonal'aid funds per.

This.finding applied to the better- funded insti-
tutional aid programs at private institutions and to
the4poorly-funded programs in tbe publictwo-year sector.

.

Fifth; female freshmen received slightly larger aid packages than

male freshmen; other things equal: The differenea'in aid was funded pri-f.
marilyythrough_slight .ly larger student loans.

sJ

"-7
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Means, Elasticities, and Case Counts
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Lit ofiTaSles'

`ABLE A

..A-1

A-3

A-4

0

a

'Means for Selected Variables Within

Partl,tioneti Groups

. Elasticities: Percent Cbange in,Totai
Aid Induced by a One Percent Change in'
SeleCted Variables.'

s

Elasticities: Percent Chan§e in Grant
and,SCholarihip Aid Induced by,a Ohe ,

Percent Change Jn.Selected 'variables

.

-Elasficifies: Percent Change in Term:
Time WOrk.Aid Induced,by a ate 'Percent

Change Tn'Seleciea Variables

ElasticitietCPercent Change in Student
LoanAfd Induced by a One Percent Change..
in Selected Variables

A-6 Elasticities: Pe nt Change In Federal

Aid induced by One Percent Change in,

Selected Variables
.

A -7

A78

t *

ea I

Elasticities: Percent Change in EOg
Awardinduced by a One Percent Change
in Selected Variables

ETasticities: Percent Change in CU -S
Stipend induced by a One Percent Change
in. Selected Variables

o

. ,



' Variable

. _

:AY Total
. k

.e Means foe Selected

(Standard deviations

o'
Low-to-Middle

Upper-Middle

yk Total

.

Low-torttiddle

Upper- Middle

'SAT
k

Total

Non-Selec

Highly Selective

TOTAL

TABLE A -l'

f
I.

Variables Within Partitioned_ Groups
in parentheses below calculated means)

4,032
4,026)

2,577
,(4,026)

-5,363

(3,836).

'11,573
(7,302)

.

11,144

(6,561)

16,430
(7,605)

837

,-(294)

674
(285)

976

(258)

.88

-53

4

Public 4

4,043

- (3,986)

3,573
3,987)

5740
(3,773)

13,716

(7,228)

12,857.

(6:924)

15,928
(7,476)

897
:(261)

776

(329)

972

(275)

a
1

,t,238

(1,-31)
.

173
(316)

...52

2,017

(75ff.

165

(326).

/
._a

- _Subgrobp§ for income and abijitypefer to instituti,on partitions.

Paetit

MST! ON SECTOR
.

Public 2 PHvete 4

3,312

.(3,930)

3,210
(3.,884)

4,723

(4,066)

3,729-
(L!,092)

6,102 .5,561

(3,665) (3,896)

12,241

(6,696)

15,409

(7,704)

12,069 -13,-343

(6,5$4J- ..(7,146)

16,49)
,

17,111-
.

(6,703) (7,702).

. 642

A273)

664

(304)
,

NA

-87

-57

1,390
(742).

61

(202)

391

962'

(259)

689
(222)

t

1,125
(215)

.89

.53 .

,538
(1,256)

305..

354)



ti

Public 4 .:12.ub1i2 Pfivte'4
.

, ..

-Receipt Total 55.73 55i68 '48:98 64.85

Variable

.

TABLE A-1, continued, p.2

-TOTAL

Partition

INSTITUilION SECTOR
1

I :

A

INSTITUTION MEDIAN INCOM.

Low -to- Middle

Upper-Middle
-4

) 56.28'

55.39

57.14 . '49.30 . 69.90 -----

51.05 45.48 60.60

.

INSTITUTION ACHIEVEMENT /ABILITY . .

Non-Selective 59.60 - 69.64 47.44 70.71
-.. .

.
_

Highly Selective '....63.57 62.98 NA 64.06

Total Aid Total 632 528' 309 . 1,173

(900) .
(694} (574) . (1,226)

INSTITUTION MEDIAN, 1,
. t

Low-to-Middlh 357 '519. 312 .1,1-9
.

(792)
,

(682) (574) .
,.(1-,084)

. .

Upper-Middle 812 534.. '224 1,191

(1,019) (710 (496) (1,331)
.,,.

. . ..

INSTITUTION ACH1EVEMENT/ABILITY.
.

.

Nons-Seleaive 548 911 232 1,1)72

. (76 ..3.) 062)2 (361) , (929) '

4

Highly Selective 1.,005

.

6)2 r NA. e.
1;345

.
. I . J1,315) (771) (1,474).

t

392

-.4
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..

Variable

.,

Grant and Scholarship Aid Total*
=

.TABLE A-1, continued; p.3

r

- 'INSTITUTION MEDIAN INCOME.

Low-to-Middle

Upper4Miadle

T

TOTAL

'

292

(607) .

INSTITUTIONACH1EVEMENT/ABILITY

,

, .

Non-Selective

Selective

,:' Partition .

Public 4

239
.(451)

222 220
,(476) (490) ,

' 442 264
(8071 (479)

INSTITUTION SECTOR , ''

x

Public 2 , ,* Private 4r
t

105 68-
(282) - (943)

,
..,

106.4 594'

(286) (770).

4o 690 .de

(132) (1,039)

4f

143 324 60 4'54

(377) (464) (152) (7)01

608 339 NA "- 849
41;200(1,092) -C(528)

Terib-Time, Work Aid ,
. To l' 100 . 86 101 ita

, (263) (222)- (282) -(299)--
.-

,

e.41

4

4-

INSTITUTION MEDIAN'INCOMS

Low-to-Middle

,Upper-Middle

6

107 . 97 104 144

(27() (244) (284) -. 238)

.: 76 ,` 66 5
- 94 93r,

(231) (176) . (182) (291)

INSTITUTION ACHIEVEMENT/ABILITY .

, .

ich-Seleclie .104
(218562.)

122 220 .

c) .(286). (266) (368)

Highly Seitctive .77 . 81 NA ° 66`
(212). (214) (186)

.

,
..

4

393 ,

.



TABLE A-1, continued, p.4 04,
v 1,

Student Loan Aid

. Petition
.. -

Plat' .._

. .
TOTAL , INSTITUTPON SECTOR '.-.

- - .4

. a

)R61 rC 4-= - Publ i c '2 lirlvate 'A-,
,

, t
Total

r'
201

INSTgUTION MEDIAN -INCOME 7)
.

Low:to-:Ifiddle

UiSTITUTION ACHIEVEMENT /ABILITY

'Federal Aid

/

185
C435)

'258
(547)*

- :Son-Selective 250,'

0 (535) ' ?,.(621

. .- .

UpperMidd.le- % 292

`(580) ..

0 169" - 61' '*
(390) 7,..

' (250).. _ ,

167 a.,61
)4 v (248)

..

0
(412) . ' .(0)

T

19

.Total.

A-

INSTITUTION MEDIAN INCOME

Low -to- Middle 310:
i581)4-

Upper - Middle ,362
(-6,43)

37.5____
- (609)-'-

4-- r388

(583)

3i$ 4p,

354
(13:2V, (500)

193 NA
s.

423v ..

-

(406)
1. '41)

290 \ ' 175.
-- (544)

4 (434) -2
4 , «

292. 173

278 138

(5j7L (418)

f

INSTITUTION IEV'EllEilT/ABitl TY

Non-Selective - 337 6op
(5- 7, (610). (753)

.Highly Selective 410 358
(718) a 4(612)

39. 1.

fr 612

i776),

497
(735)

81 744 .

(266) 1. (680

NAV 481

(694)

o

O



4 *:.
Educational Opportunity

Grani.(E0G) .

INSTITUTION MEDIAN INCOME

tTOTAL

4

Total 146

Low-to -Mid ie

Upper-Middle

P

, A $

e ,

PartItion'

'.INSTITUTION 111ECT0R

Public) . Public 2

. (12J

INSTITUTION ACHIEVEMENT/ABILITY

Non -Selective,.

Highly Selective

'College Work -Study

(CW-S) /

Total

INSTITUTION MEDIAN INCOME

Low-to-Middle

UOper

ACHIEVfMENT/ABILfTY,

Non-Selecthie

Highly' Selective

45'
(00)

48 - -

2042:

(1,63)
'

56
(296)-

,

50

(183)

52 ,

(184)

42

(171)

36
(158)

3'
(13

7

.395

.1

3

Privve, 4

.

44. 28

(i34

. -

44

(173)

28

.(13h) f:
89

.482r

42 17 64:
-05) AZ57)

$

109 10. 207
(258) (i3) . (356)

. 61
(224)

NA 62

(274)

45

(164)

40

(162)

. . 77

(233)

49 -", 46 96
(174) (162) (247)

(
31. . 60

(113). (129) (217)"

128 24 216
(211), (109)

33 .
NA

.024)

(362)

(161)'



TABLE A -2

ElasIrities: Percent Chan ebin Total Aid imduc d
By a One Percent hange in Selected Variables

O IV

TOTAL
A

'Public 4

-.54 / , '' 4 t".57 -AYk Total. '
., . .

Low-to - Middle -14. -.49

Upper Middle: A . 71 ' ... ". 78
.

4. , .
I z.. .

Y 'Total
k ,

. 4.84 -I .94

-1.78:-

2.39

!_ow-to-Middle -1.50

Upper Mick' Ie 4 -2,18

parti ton

!NM ^ 10H. SECTOR ,

bl,ic 2

-.44

1.55

Private..4
4

f.

-:82

-2.13

-1.66:1

-2.54

SATk Total . ' .37-
f°4' .25

, .

_., .52
, Ar

.

Non-Selective -32' '. -.29 .
. .13.'

High Selektive .42 .34
,

.55-

1.01 .84 1.24 i .69"

.07 .06 e .06

1 . ,...

,

- ,v 0 /.

a
ElastiCitiei carciilated at mean values,of relevant variables., Specifically,i-

eIhk
(..01 x Zh,k) 3.

, ,

thcalculated elasticity of the .aid type for variable h
the kth partition

estimated reOression coefficient for, vari.able-h-withc-respect ,to
i,h,k

the ith aid type within the kth partition .

Zh,k = mean value of varrabre h within the kth partition (from Tabid A-I)

= mean value of :the ith.type Of aid within the kth particion.4from

*

1-

_Table A.:1) .

Uhere.regress4on coefficients are insignificant, no elasticities are computed.
....----,

hSuir:groups for iricome'and ability variables refer. to.Institution'paretions.

39G
.-



_Nartable.
,

AYk

O
TABLE A-3

rs, 1.
-`

.

Elasticities.: Percent Change` in Grant and'Scha&ithip Aid.
Induced-by a One Percdht Change in Selected lteriablese

- %
J.
/

Total

Low'to-MiddTe

UpperfIlddle
, 4

4.

TOTAL
,

3447

-.7a

tic 'Total '.- -2.11

1.6w-to-Midge

Upper Middle -2.19.
0

:r-
.

^
.88

Non-Selective ,

High Selective :98

COST
c k.°

1 .15

.07
ft

c

I"-
aSlasticitie*aIculated mean 'values of relevant variable pacifically,

,.

-

rli,h,k .x (.01 '! Ztl,k)

-.62'

1.

Partitiapl.

INSTITUTION SECTOR .

.r%
Public 2 : .Privy e,44'..--

'a

-- .64

..185
V

-2.09 -2.43

-2.30 .

.94 -

39 ' -.49

.77 NA .84 -

.97

.06 .08

4,

Where,

Ei,h,k

,k

*g.0.1,k = calculated elasticity of the
t

1.
h aid, type for variab.

..the kth partttio7 ,
-,

- . W. = estimated regression coefficient for variabla' h.441 respect to

-
1,11,1c*..

th e ;
ith aid type within the kth partition /

. /.1--- = mean'value of variable N within the kth`partitton(from Table A-I), h k,
:. A t 1, a mean value of the ith type of aid within the kth partition (from.

Ili

, (.1* ;- Table,A-W- ,

.
.

r
4

Where regreslion coefficPents areinsignificant,,no elasticities' are coMputed,

1
. ,,, .

hSub.74116upi fOrfincdme and ability varal9i; refer to institution partitions.
,

I

11
within

--;

ri



1

1.

TABLE A-4 '

Elasticities; ercent Chan e in Term-Time Work Aid'
Induced by Chan e in Selected Variable0

Variablebl

T .

.

. "`4

ow-to-Middle

Upper Riddle

T9tal.

tow-to-Middle

Upper Middle

SATk, Total

Mon-Selective

Tgp Selective ,

4..
covk

i,h,k x "ni-- y 7
-h

TOTA

Partitton

_INSTITUTION SECtOR ,

-:22

-.96'

;47

-2.90

-.44 -.36 ..64

Public 4 Publc. 2 ,Private
.

-.24 -.55

..-.30

-1.00

1.58
1

* ..1009

=1.

AO,

-.87

41440

41

-1.79

IM4

.45 .

.27

1.16

.09 .
404.*

.

Elasticities calculated at me6n values of rel vant variables. Specifically,

where, - .
.

.

-
ei,ff,k = - calculated elasticityof the 1 type,ai8 fp varrable h within

the 'Ic!h pa rt i t ion . N
A,

.

a
i h k

estimated/regression coeffiCient for variable b Wi espe'ct to
. ,

, ,

the ith aid ,type w4thi:p the kth partition .

Zh,k = mall value of xariable h within the Itth partition (froil Table.A -1

rt.' , = mean value: the- type of aid within the kth parttioh:(from,
i7' ) ,k

Table A-I) c '
, 4 -,

- , bSub-groups for Income and W:tility variables rifj
e ,

p!'ted.
.

.Where regression coefficients are insignificant, no flasticities ,are
-r-

4. 7,""'

nsp.tution-par pions.



I

.

TABLE A-5

ElasticittesIkPercent Change .in'Student Loan AN.
.

Induced by a One PerCent"thpge in ,Selected Variables1

Total
s -

L6v-to-Middle

Uppyr Middle '

-Low.to -Middle.

Upper Middle

SATk Total

Non-Selective

High Sejective

%,"

.
,.. ,,,f N

4 Pai-titin
. - ,.,

4

TOTAL' INSTITUTION SECTOR -

'.: .
o..

Public 4 Pubp4c,,..2 Private 4

-.51, , -.56 .

1
-.57 _ -7:60

..-- '- -. '

s #

-.32 .1,1

ft.
MI/P.

-A0

, -.61

-.18

- .44

.27

,-

-1.36

1.18 .`

.08

MN/

.39

1.3

HA

-1.92 -2:10 -1.96

-1c44

-1.g7

s.19

1.15 .61

5
MP MP

C

aElasticities calculated at mean values of relevant variables. Specifically,
0

-
Ai tit,

(.01

.

ei,h,k ''

th
calculated elasticity of the s -aid type for variable h within

th'i ktKi;artition . , -
, .%

,A
I,h,k !II

estimated.regression coefficient forvarrible h with respect toB. =
WM 4 the itha4 type within, the kth partition

Zhk' = mean value 6f variable b within iiiirkth partition (fiftm Table A-I)

k
L....-

,
mean value .of the i th type oil, ald within the k. partition (from
Table A-1Y I4

Where regression coefficients are insignificant, ho elasticities are dimOtite.

?Sub7groups for inconie:and'"ablflty variabie6 refer to institytion 'partitions.
.__. . U9

. .. ; - .,. .



4:

4ariabieb

TA81. A-6

Elasticities:. Percent Change In Federal Aid
Induced by a One Percent Change in Selected Variablesa

TOTAL :

Partitfory

INST1TUyION SECTOR

Public 4 Public 2 Private 4(

AYk Total -.65 - -.58 -.64

Low -to- Middle -.37 -.41 --

' Upper Middle .84
P -.89

Y
k

Total -2.03 -2.21 -2.15 -2.09

Lowio-Middle -1:62 -1.46
A

Upper Middle -2;59 -2.75

SAT' Total

Mon-Sellective

High" Selective

.30 .30 .

.15 HA

;

.95 .85 76
r-

.f6 .12

.

aE asticiiies calculated at mean values of relevant variables. Specifical) y,'

.01c x Zh,k)

f-`

where,' "
t

_.-

ci,h,k '''
calculated elasticity of the I-

h
aid type forNariafire 11-wrthiri

the kth partition
4 estimated regression oaefficient for. variable h withlreipect 00

......!,h,k.
the i aid type within the kth partition ,.,

71,,k . mean value of variable h within'the kth partition (from Table A-1e / .

it
i k

mean value of the ith
.-

type of aid within the' kth partition (from
Table #-1) .

.

Where regression fficients are' insignificant, no elasticities are pomputed.

bSub-groups for income and ability xpriabis, refer to Institution partitions.



I .0
4 TABLE A-7

Elasticities: Percent Change in EOG'Award Induced
by a One Percent Change in Selectedlariablesa-

Total-

tow-to-Middle
I

Upper Middle

(

TOTAL

Partition

INSYITUTTI SECTOR

Public 4 Public 2 ...Private k

-1.08 -L.06 -1.01 -1.16

=.

. .,_

Yk Total -3.65 -3.59 \-3.73
. .

.

Low-to-Middle

Upper Middle

Non- Selective

High SelVstive

I

+. lop

.91

, 714
.90

.16 .32

aElasticities calculated at mean values of relevant

-- 1
....

1.i,h,k ii- h kx ( 01 Z
ei,h,k m

4

C-

th.

el,h4k = calculated elasticity of the I aid type for variable h within
,

the kth partition
,.

"3..78

I =. I

NA

X1.36

variables.
1'

.69

" .

/ i,h,k
= estimated regreision coefficient for variable h with respect to

the ith aid type within the kth partition %

Zh k,= mean value of variable h within the kth partntion (from
,

Table A-I)

7
1 k

mean value o..
.

f the ith type of aid within the kth partition (from' ,

Table A71) . .

,

Where regression coefficients are insignificant, no elasticities are computed.

h Sub-grouPs for Income an4 ability variablelder tognsirtution partiti:ms.
.

._. 0 __

,



TABLE-A-8

' Elasticities: Percent Change in W-S Stipend Induced
by a One Percent Change in Selected _Variables,.

t.

. .

Upper Middle

Low-to-Miltle

Upper Middle

SATk Total

Hon-SeleLive

High Selective

Partition
. -7--

INSTITUTION SECTOR-

1/4

Public 4 Public 2 . Private ,4

-.77 -.52 -.68.

MI

410

4

-2.43' -2.60 -0.98

.

.56

-.12

-1.06

.76

MI, MI,

.34

.15 .23*

CA
4('-- ).'.

-.76 -:99

. 16

1.45'

_ -

Elasticities calculated at mean values of relevant variables.

where,

Ai ,3c .1 -

F

.46

"1,k =. calculated 'ilastiEfiy of the s all type foriari-able h vrithiry
.th

..'
kthtne K-- joit i don .

, - ,

A c . -

S. .. estimatedi-egression coefficient-for variable h with respect .to1,h,k
the ith aid .type within 'the kth,pirtitich .. \

Zh,k = mean value of variable h within the kth partitiiiis (from Table A-14

7i,k

. .

mean value of the ith type of aid within the kti: pirtition (from=
table A-I) ' °. .

Where rtgression coefficiantsare Insignificant, no elasticities arecomputed.
E , : ,.... , a. --(7

bo.S ub7grouPsfor iftcome and/ability variables
-.---

to partitions.
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TABLE i3 1

Zero-Order Correlltion Matrix - All Freshmen.

AYk (Dyh) (AYk)

AYk , 1.00

. .

SATk (Dsh)(SATk) (Ds1)(SATO Rk

{AYk) .50 1.00 /

SATk, ..22

(0 h)(SATk) -.07

(D5) (5/Yri) ;
.15

Rk .27

- Xk .09

COSTk .19

.

B)
.02

405

.23 1.00

.37 .36

-.05 - 7.03

.11 .23'

4

.05 .04

.37
.

.33

.

41.

1.00

-.09

-:00 -.13
-

.05

.40 1 -.06

,
,

.24 - .00

1.00

I

%1

COSTk f.111

1.00'

.04 1.00

.04' --.04 1.00

.

i

-..05 .03 .25 1.00

I

406

-
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TABLE B=2

1

.

-

Zero-Order COI-relation Matril - Piablic--Four 7thr Freshmen

AYk (00) (An/ SATk

(Dyh)

O., a

.SATk .22-
_ .

OW (SATk) .08

(Ds3)(gATI) -.06 .o6

(o510(SATO s) (SATk).

i.00 of 7"

.18 1.Q0

.20 41 1 iab

410

.-02

.30 -.04

.06 -

sio

.7.05 1.00

.05 .1'.00 .06 1.00

r

'a

.03 .05 .09 1-.013

.04 -.09 406 .08 .00



-Ayk

-(b0)0,y0

C

SAT1(

40sh)(SATk)

(Os )(sAT4).

Rk

COSTk

409

A

1.00,

{,7

4

TAKE, 0,-3

.

Zero-Order Correlation Matrix - Public TWo -Year Freshmen

hYtkik)

.22 1.00

.06 .07 1.00 -

NA NA NA: NA'

.01( -.03

.23 .05 :24

.10 .06 -.Di
v.

-.04 .0g . .03 NA_

-.Or -.08 , NA

4

1.00

.02 . 1.00

.01 A.00 f '1.00

r.03

COSTk

-.02 . 1 .0,

'-.09 .04

S

ell , 1.00
,

,410
:",4,

-7

S.



'
TABLE 13-4

'1

Zero-Drcler correlation. Matrix - Private,SgfirnYear Freshaten.

r..4 !sT1

AYE (DO) WO `SAT -' (Di) (SATO (Ds 1 MSATO-

,r
LOU

(AYk)- .67 1.00

SATk

, .

(t h) (SATO

47. LOU

0

.20 .40 1.00
N

T}) - -.14-

.28- .19

COSTk

014

s-

1.00

.07 '1100

.ia 37 .40 409 1.-00`.

. 04 -.12 .13 _ .15

41.1.
A

C
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TABLE C-I - * ,

,
.

:--, 1.

MorAlnear Effects in the To'tal Aid Distribution Ecidatiorie,
(Alt coefficients significant at-.05 leyel; standard errors, are. In parentheses)

. .

i

5EPENDEHT,VARABLE

t/NZAi:i tAI,k ZAI,

0:1) A r1.2) (1.3)

Available Income AYk -.0855

cam-

oy02- ' , =:0734
___ __.--

C5551 'A

.
7

. 0

SAT S SATk .2788 .210 c

. (715ill .

>
(.0/92) .

._

- 1.843

(

Racial/Ethnic Group Rk -216.1- -373.7 -213.6

Migo)
. .

(25,0) (1371) (24.97)

e-.0858 -

(aKM)

(SATk)2

.4655
arn6

(26.13)
ors

!l 1

`Student Sex Xk -52.18 -72.53-- -54.44 -51.84
(15.65) (16.00) (15.450 (16.361.

- .

Student Budget COSTk .2774 .2766 .2760

(7675) (75671 ) (715070 )
,

(COSTk)2 ..2534

.0095

ins Aid Funds B1 .2712 .2882_ .2651 _zi§113

(.0296). (.0262) (:0298) (.0'264/_

293,0 , 407.7 389.6 578.6

.30. .27 .30 .24-

(664.01) (468.46) (666,72) (486.93)

415

a



DEPENDENT
VARIABLE-

Table C -2

4-*

Determinants of Total Aid 'Packaged to 1972 -71Ehteringfull-limefreshmeft "
underlined coefficienti are significant at .05 level. standard errors are in parentheses)

(2.1 ) Total Aid

R .37
-f =91751 7

(2.2) Total Aid

R2 ,.. .37 .

F = 624.57

416

.

JR

i
Realtive.income

C.

EXPLANATORY VARIABLES

=/-

Relative SAT Score

'Racial/ Stu- 'Estr- insts1
Ethhlt: dent- mated Aid
Group _ Sex' Trgr ids stant

Y1; .Y
(Dyh) y 4

SAT r 'SAT SATk
(gkr)

Rk Heed Bi

-

SAT .(Dsh)(S AT )
(Ds

-56.00 -130.8 -254.1 -32.7 :4300' .2457 262.6
10.22 ) (107))257 (EER71 t p75 .024.0075 0

.
./- -*

-52.53 -86.79 162.5 176.0 -30.39 -248.3 -35.72 .4222 .2455 251.1
(10.26) (11.69). -(27737) (26.90 (24.39) (23.62) (14.82) .0077.

rr-



TABLE C-3
c

Determinants of Aid Packaged to 1972-73 Entering Full-T me Freshmen: --

.1, -
. Alternate Cost Measure (Tuition And Fees)-

(Underlined coefficients are significant at .05 level; stanctard_erreerare In parentheses)

-. . /..

DEPENDENT
VARIABLE

Total Aid

R
2

.30 ,

F = 755.28

EXPLANATORY VARIABLES

c ,

Racl Alf Tuftion ins0.1
,

Available income SAT -Score GrOup--, -_Sex Budget scant
-

AYk (D0) (AYk) SATj shl (SATO (Dsi Alc - X k-- TFk

-.0738 -.0304 .2881 -.1321 , ,.0557 7294.9 - -98.24 .4127 .

G0023 ) cairn z 1.6365) . (.0448) _ (25 ;42)- 15:73) (.0114)

and= -.0400 -.016 '.2790 ..1408 -.0889 t -226.0 11.58 M40 .1117 090.0
cholarship Aid (.0016) (Mili) (.0212 ) INTM (.0314) (17.80) (11.01) C:151175) (.0183)

11
:2

330.05

418

(continued)

419



$ TABLE C-3; concluded

-DEPENDENT

VARIABLE

*

4

EXPLANATORY VARIABLES

Available Income

AYk- (Dyh) (AYk)

:

_Ethnic"--

SAT Score JESEEL
,

(0si) (sAW-

_ -
= Wean -,Inst34

_anct

Sex -_ Fees Budget Stantli

Xk TFic

-Terra-Time

Work A1d (.0008) G00 lt0
'.7,10311 .0116'

..0104) (.0086) (.0153)

-4.985- .0130- .0571 '- 1714.5

(5:377) PRITF1.(.0085)

:04

F =112.92

t3 .II) Student Loan
Aid

-.0220 -.0082 .0482 .0108 ".116 f4
(.0014) (.00i8) (7517 (.0147)

-2.372
(lW.78)

- 4-1.68 .1605 .0858

(9.146) (.0066) (-A0152)

118.5

r "

1,02

141.84

*

- 4.21



17,1),EPENDENT,-

VARIABLE

-Determinants-of Aid Packaged to 1912-73 Entering Full-time 'Freshmen::

Alternate institutional Aid Funds = Measure (initial -.Year- EOG Funds)
(Under-I-Med coefficients are significant at .45 rel. standard errors are in parentheses)

Ar
Total Aid

= 452.72

4.2) --Orant rand

Scholarship Aid

= .24
-F =-311.16

.422

-

EXPLANATORY- VARIABLES

Racial/-
Ethnic

Available income SAT Score -Group

Aik (1)01) (AYk) SATk
aishl (sATk) (psi) iSAT Rk

-.0759 -.0309 e2664 .2130 .0722
(.0023)0 (.0031) (73031 (.0245) _(.0447)

41,

x.J

-210.8 :53.38 .2959

ff:D (15.66) ArT(Ti)

7 Student-- --EfG. Con.
Budget- hiias

.5609 '=i*T-

.0987

, .

=.0411 -.0159 .2724 .1898 -.0789 , -214.9 3.314 J563 .1483 66.16

(.0016) GM) (.0214) (.0i73). (505, CITIM (11.05) (.0051) 17iair
,

. (continued)

t

4.

423..



-DEP_ EfOU-
VARIABLE' i

.

Avallable,Inccine

TABLE 0 -4, conclude

-

EXPLANATORY VARIABfES

SAT Score

(0.01)(AY.k) SAT
k (Dsh/(SATO. (Os1 Ark

ealtria
Racial
Ethnic Sbulent
group Sex Wi71F- -Faints stant-

Xk C0STk

4.3 -TerstiTimk -.0092 -.0042 -.0381 -.0110- _'.0122 26.19 - z.-5.548 .0223 1A9.
Work Aid. (.0008), cirefir) (.0104 ) (.0b819 (.0153) (8.673) (5.360) (70025) (.0386 .

1-

,R2 = .04
F = 48.45.

0.4 Student Loan '-:0228 -.0080 0437 .0448 - .1217 7.221 .1100 .2400
Aid (.0014) . Goo78) (.0177) (.o143) .0261) 3 (14.80) 9 4_4044 C.T3TM

R2-= -12
F a 40.42
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TABLE C-5

Determinants_ of Aid Packaged to 1972-73 Enter1 -Freshment'L

Alternate institutional Aid Funds Measure ICW -S Aid funds)- _

coefficients are significant at .05 levii; standard errOrs.are_in_parentheses)

- _

= == DEPIENOENT-

LE-_

;30
452.85

Term-lfrime

Work Aid .

R2- = .04

69.60

I.

Y V

11Cta1 i

_ . Ethnic_.-

CW-S--

Avai lab e ncome SAT Score Group -_ Sex --Budget Funds- aia_ _

- student = to
Com,

AYR (pyil)(Nik) 7 gArk 11(SATO Dst1(SATk)

-.0759 -.0309 .2680 .2118

C075).0 (707311 . 170365) (.02451

426

OSTk

70653 -210.8 -5
G0448) 057-

.2963

.0072 Ar.14W0--

X

-.0042 -:03 4 -.0114 .0095 -26.01 -5.708 .0224 .41455 118.

-CV:
(.00810 (.0153) (8:670 (37333) (70)25

t
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TABLE- C-6

Determinants of Alit Packaged to 1972-73 Enterin9- 1=u11;Tisie Freshilien";
Alternate Institutional Aid Funds Measure INDSL Aid Funds)

Underlined coefaclents are significant at .05 leyel; standard errors are in parentheses

-DEPElibEKT

-- VARIABLE
1

e--

Total Aid

EXPEANATORYIiARIABLES.
e-

Racial/ --ilDSL

Ethnic -- =Student Aid Eon -
Avai lable tricipme- SAT Score

/

Srbile - Sex - Ihnigtw Funds( iptipt

mk (DA) (AY1,) "SATE
sill (sATia
-f 44

(SAT) 44c- . Xk = COSTk A
,7e-

As

-.0757 -.0310 .1423 -4694 '.068TH/ -207.2, -53.57 .2924 .2397 272.

(703 ) COP) GNNE) (MUD 0440 (25y4291- 35.62 ) 03575I (.0296

t

6.2) Student Loan -.0227 -.0081 .0421 .0432

Aid .0014) C0011I) .0177 (.1432)

R
2

.6 .12

F 143.44

42a.

.1195
.

9.01 -47.87
(.0261 ) (14.78) (9.135)

ssi

4_

J

.1084 '.1089

.0042) GUM),
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PART B

THE IMPACT-OF STUDENT AID OH

EMILY DECISION, MAKING
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CHAPMR VI

ALTERING FAMMY EDUChTTONAL SPENDiNG PATTERNS: The- Effects of
Student Af-d--'

A growing body Of research has provided evidence that student Ilnare,

,. eta] aid can affect the enrollment behavior of students and thefrfami.11is.
, -

(seerRadner.and Miller [1975]; Miller [1971]; Bishop 09711; Kohn,

Manski; and Mundel'09741; Barnes, Erickson, Hill,'and Winokur [1972];

qarlson (1974]). Nevertheless, =researchers. still know.very little abOut

how financial aid affects the total family investment and the amount of

. 'parental resources that are provided for educational expenies. A frame-
. ,

work for analyzing family speading behavior is presented in this chapter.

From this framework, hypotheses about the affects of financial aid on

the separate investments of students and parents can be inferred.

,
A. Ark Nerview_

IF

A human capital investment formulation can be used to develop the key

determinants of family investment in postsecondary education. FrOm-tnis

more iyisic. model, the question of whether the amount or type of finan-

cial aid award wiYi provide an encouragement for increased, parental support

for ediicational expenses can be addressed.

In the conceptual framework used,in this study; instructional ,,services

purchased at postsecondary institutions and student time are used to Igo-
,

dute:educatIonal capital -7 a human asset that can generate future wage

and non-money; returns. Production and Investment dre carried. forth until

, I

the perceived velue of these benefits jut equals tuition and.fees expendi-

ture plus forgone earnings costs. But, in the shorter period of.one yea

'.the constraints of available tine and financial resources can limit the

431

4' 4



enrollment in and expenditures for postsecondary education.

_

The Household Framework

Although similar in-many respects to other family investment and con-

sumption
. t

sumption alternatives, the option of investing.in postsecondary education
..

has etree distinguishing features:- the annual investMent ceiling; student ind

v

parental returns from the enrollment; and "categorical" student aid fundi::

Anhual Investment ceiling-- total investment cos include tuition
t;

I and -fees plus student earnings foregone (or non-tuition costs, whichever

are larger): Constraints on academic course,toadt and available student

time impose an uppier'bound on the level of investment in any oneyear.

Should the-student and family perceive sizeable future returns, the constraint.,

In the short ,run would permit only partial attainment of the loiter ruff -'

desired level of investment.

Student and. parent returns. While many of the private-- returns from
:. .

. .

investment inbpoitscOhdary education are realized by the student, the

parents can'per&.ve current enjoyment from observing and participating In
---.

the postsecondary activities of their children. In this respect, the en-
.

, -

rollMenitakes 8n'the cliaracterTstics
1

of a public good:
-

The consumption

..4..

(investment)' of the student simultaneously yields satisfaction to the parents

:luitk apart from the calculated appraisal of investment costs and future

. .1
Money and non-money returns. This suggests that, with short-run limitations

on- investment, parent-and student returns can exceed the investment costs

0

"Catesorical" student aid funds. Students attending oostsecondary

futions are eligible for student' aid awards up to the documented costs of



.
it

attengance. But, .since the receipt orthese funds is Contingent upon

--enroliment, the resulting lower "net" price mill operate to encotirage. spending

pottsecondary- --education, Furthermore, s-ince the award. 'criteria diffir

_hy_student type, program type, and institution type,,the net ""price;" will
- -

differ among the many- postsecondary, educatiinal options.

Beyond these feattKet,*-the ba model for analyzing family, Investment

or education expenditures has been developed most- .r41ceritly ,by McMahon T.

1,19711e1; 1197 '3b], and Wagner (1977]. For the most part, the constraints on

°family investment identified 3n these studies also. operate to rimit the-sep'-

arate investinegt§ of the parents anestudent. Similarly, most of the family

characteristics associated with the perceived returns in the family, model

can be hypothesized to -influence the separate evaluations of the parents

and students. in general, three factors are presumed to affect) the house-

hold's decision to spend on postsecondary education: (1) the perceived

returns from the investment In_ postsecondary education; (2). the student's

ability to acquire skills, or "produce" educational capital ,-whi le In schooll.,

and (3) the short run constraints omthe household's budget. These factors

,are dI.hussed in turn below.

. Returns from.. investment in Postsecondary Education

Generally, the returns from investment in postseconde' education take'

-two ft:rloss First, more highly trained individuals tend to receive tagher.

wages,.arid`to

433
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'flour feWe7 and shorter periods of"involuntaq unemployment, Thus, there

,

Is a dfrect monetary payoff to the investment (Blaug (1970, ftecharopoulom
.

-111131): Sec$41, igaividuals with higher edwational attWinment tend to.
.--4-::-,-,-;,- 4

: , ) , - ---

be-more_efficleni..coniumers .
and to provide better Instruction for their_

__-
-..-

, -
. ,

..7pre-soiliool children (see Michael [1972]-and Liebowitz (19791). Both these.

monetary and nOn-money returns are primarily realized gry the_student and
_ .

.

might be
t
perceived differently by Vtfferent types of students and Air

. .-
. -

-families. rticUlar, the percefved xalue 6f the potential ftture

e ,-

returns from investment in postsecondiry education are typtthesited to
4.-

, ..
.
.

.7. .

y
. be affected by parental tastes for postsecondary education, transmitted

' .

ijj,ven by t1ie attainmient, af.the %parents ,(E0k)'. Differences

in:etude fevemest, motivation, and ability (SATk) might also reflect

differences r* student perceptions about future returns from Postsecondaey
/ .

ttaining. If the student or 'Arens perceive-ftture labor market discrimi-

ratiJA'or t .effects of "affirmative action," the s dent's race (Rk)

and sex.(Xk) might also lead .inthetodifferences imp t discounting of

future returns.

in the main, the level of:parental speeding is hypothesized to be
I 0

/

influenced by these same
t
factors. It is reasonatleto assume, particularly

the entering freshman, that the family----perents and studem -- make the

(
:expenditure and enrollment decisions. In thi-ts context; the perceptions

l'of.the.head of the household, taking,ik6 consideration theAsOirations

and abilities of the student family member, 1Wilf guide the level of in-

41tMent in pbstseCondary education. Hence, the factors influencing the

parental evaluatimpf the .potential,returns ,113r11 the investment will...affect
41

the amotrat of fampy and parental spedding.
",.

.

Mordnvr, the parents might ant6, to current consumption satisfactiOtv,

for
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VII-5

_rom.theVOstsecondari educatiyff expeilenees of tHeir 2611drenl. To the
. /

extent,,the student's enrollment enables, the vicarious reliving of the

. .

parents own earlier college experiences,-'parental pending'may incret
/

FurtherIf the parents are aware of 'the enrollment .decisions made by otber'_ _

,,,-. familles,_they may choose to, spend for postsecondary education in order to.
i : ..

emulate the cqnsumption,and investment patterns of their,peers (the ?demon7

. _ . ,..

str4tion" effect described by 4eusenberry 11949]).--

A

__in enyevent, , tief o. rego__. i_ ng,i mpl. ies t hat
.

the educa
t

tioz_ngl-. c ap igeers_ toc_.
_k_ ,

Orthechildren must be as an.arvment i the multiperiod utility_

function: of tip parents. Generally, this can be'shown'as; .

where

(Siet, Rjt, EGk, sATk,

0

'4

Ric, "c' er)

S get =
student stocksof educational capital

. . 1, . ,1,,

,--
q.it

w afj-purchased goods 'an d,sevied s, excluding instructional
..,

,services_
,

. 0-,
, -

ED
k /

= parental stocks of educational,capital, reflecting parental

= 1, .

t=T

-

tastes and Habits -for Oostsecondary-education

SAT saentls achievement/ability

Ric-

=race of student

= sex of'student

= median community income

e
1

* random disturbance
a

,

The -family (parents' and student). attempt to maximizd the returns from ail

.. . .

,actkvities overthe life cycle, subject tOevhflable resoui-ces.- e dynamic- ,

_. - - . \
.

resource conqrainvancibdes both parents' disposab?e income (1,d and

/- t

/ . \ztUdent's,Oisposabl; income 1Ys,t) in_fiXte.rears. In general, the" marginal
* -.

. .

.

comtrI4, 4 cu rr4.iinvestment id postsecondary education to parental,

satisfaction, (evaluated in dollars) can be given by: , ..

'

t.



2

In which

get

I-4,114

k s;et
PT taiT u Sset aQet

L Ys ,t Zisset 1

77t=r -set T.,

7

1 +r)
t-T

represents the marginal utility of income and
4.

= gros-. s adciitions..to-the stUdent's stoic of Ski I is and_ knowledge
(I.e., educati.onal 'capitalY, _.. .- , ,

_ -
..

, i,
a rate of disccufnt; ihcal-porating both tine-preference for con-
suthptiod and,risEc.-of%- uncertainty presumed to differ by student
sex (Xk) and, racek(Ef) ,

it is these direct non-money returns (first term), combined with the per-

celved monetary returns (second term), whic.h are compared to the---investment

costs (developed below) to determine the level of Parental Spending-'for
. A '4"" educational expenses.

Production of Education/1 Capital
.j, s -...- ;,:fare presurnedoio augment their ;tacks of skilli 'an

. .
owlect§e;

''e--Iin formal schooling: This educational capital 'stock can be
. , 4 e,-

to s .
btain money and non -money returns in later, life,,as'clescribed,

Students

while engaged

used

aboVe.

In general, the student

instructional services (get)r C 1.

,

combines' his/her own time (5st)._plus the r

poStseCondary institutibns-to. acquire sk Is

and knadledgel"produce" additions to the educational capital stock). ,

This production 'relationship is-i-epresented in equation (3)..

(3)

`where

_get ge t ;- EDI( S A T )

Qet = gross additions to the student's stoat of- .skills 'and know-
ledge (educational capital) -

../
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lit student7thre devdted to study

.

instructional
,

serVices (i.e., -instruction, lab, -library,
etc.) pycchased from postsecondary institutions

.

.

Eplk in, parental knowledge,a5out poitsecondary education alternatives
(as measured by educational attainment of the head) -`

SATk = student ach evementiab ty

4F

Parental education and student achievement/ability are included in the pro-
.

duction function as me asures of the efficiency with,which student time and

Tnstruiiional .,services are used: .some students may employ. these "Ipputs
. .

better than their peers. For example,

educational experience (as measured by

0 A

students ;hose parents have had more

EDk) are:inorelrkely to be directed

to the most "appropriate" postsecondary option. Further, students with

greater measured achievement, motivation, and ability (SATk) might be more

able to al4erb, and 'benefit from, a fixed amount of poitsecondarkt e ing.

,3: Household Resource 'Constraints

In the short run both limited student !ice and finances pose fOrmidable"

. 'dfr

constraints on investment,
-,

time constraint, described b

to the student for study, places in

e -actual number of hours available

be r,--bound on investment. Time is

constrained for t1.fo reasons. First, institutions might impose requirements

.

. which award .one academic year of creditfor one year's work. -
/

Second, the*,

f , , . .

aiiimilation ofricnowledge and skills, is time-consuming. Even for the most
.,

-, .
*able,students, there are physical limitations on the speed with which new i.

- /
f . ,

J knowledge-can be absorbed..

.c Jost as important fo

,st

both parental and s,tudent investments are family

v .'
..

Alp

, _...

.

/ . /
.y

. .

The trowing number of time - shortened degree pro'

,

gramt and college leyel
examinat ton programs. (such as CEEB! s MEP) i s evide6ci ot a recogn i t i on

,
of these limitations. : -

It
.
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A
characteristics which affect the capacity of the family to contribute toward
--- .

_educational expenses-in the short run, such as disposable family income
, .

( 7) and family size (HO. External sources of fundsr including grant
'

aid, student loan proceeds, and student job earnings, can ease the financing

Simply put, all spending in the current time period must be funded by-_

the avallaSle.resources. Ignoring assets, this can be thowapes:--,

(PeT

in equation (4),.iamily disposable income limits the expenditures on all

good's and services, including those made on behalf of the Student enro

Student aid can ease this constraint by reducind the shad& price (PeT) of the

Investment in postsecondary education.

C. -The -Paren t's-.-Contributison

In theory, the .lparents will contribute toward the educational expense's

of the student commensurate with their perceived returns. This is analy-
,

4
tically equIvalent to assuming that the.,parOts will attempt to maximize

"their returns .from the investment subject to the production, student time,

family budget, and investment cost constraints. That is, form the Lagrangian:

(5) L = U (Scot; qjt, EDk, SATk, Xk, Rfc, yc, ell

`i"-jr'jT P T Ai k,T)QeT)

;

The total'family resource constraint is simplified here in two ways. First,

'while income from family assets can be included:in disposable income, equation' 41k'

(3) does not reflect'the family's r to use the proceeds from liquidatedabilli
assets for'the purchase of goods and ices. Second, although the family

and student use part of their time for consumption, only work (in Yk T and

tudent part-timi work (Ai,k T)) and study (in the shadow price of ducational

capital) time are accounted 4or in eqUation (4).
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Setting the partial derivatives in' equation (5) to zero a4 necessary

-
first Order condition), the hypotheses about .the influences on parental

contributions described above can be deri4ed (see Appendix WI-A)

ThIslormulation presumes that the parents determitne the equilibrium

level-of-Investment or expenditure, taking into - consideration the amount

of external support from gragt445_,.well as the amount of available's udent

resources from a student loan, student savings,vr a termztimejob. Since

finan cial aid is awarded only after some sort of application prO -
.

"It 17

reasonable to assume that the amount of parental contribution is ermind
/

after the amounts of awarded financier aid.

Further, since an upper bound on total annual investment can be reacheil the

effect of financial aid on familxand parental investment: ambiguous:
__-,

-

in part, such aid can substitute
,

for private household 'resources. Om the
.,- ---- , ,

other hand, student aid might encourage enrollment and/or increased family

'-4pArent spending.. This "threshold" hypothesis can be stated succinctly;

Does the amount or type of,studentfinanciai.
aid provide a "threshold" level of support for
some students which encourages greater parental
outlays, for educational expenses?.

The determination of the levels' of parental and student investment

is'further clouded because the enrollment simultaneously provides current

and perceived returns tO the student and parents. In one formulation,
...'"e

, . - 1 ,Ir
." ., ,

greater levels of current parental satisfactions (as measured by parental

tastes or reiative'income) might be hypothesized to lead to increased parental,

4 support (substituting for student investment).
4,

In both cases, the actual effeCts are essentially an empirical matter.
.

6
Controlling for the key ftterminants of parental and family investment

in postsecondary education (described in section 8 above), ihe-effects of
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V 1-10

_financial aid _on the parents' contribution can bt estimated. A parents'

contribution function can be deduced,of the general form (see Appendix ViUnA).

.

f(Aj,k,T, Yk,T, SATE EDk, Xk,11k,

Pcksr.' actual parental Contribution for the kth type of student

1

.th.Ai kJ,. type of financial aid offe'r to the kth typeof student

Y I.= disposable family 'Income, excluding student earning

Ye M median income In community

Nk = family size

SATk = student's SAT score; or other ability measure

EDk
parental educational attainment (of head)

Rk

z. =all variables not tested and random distu ante

= sex of student

= race of student

Tfie parents' support for the educational costs 'of their children, then,

-is hypothesized to depend upon their perception of the future income and

current and future non-money benefits from the investment.

Further,-the amount 00*-the parent's support will be influenced by their

evaluatiar of the student's ability to acquire skills frOm.postsecondary

training. But, as important as the parental:perceptions and evaluations,

student finaniial aid can also affect the level of parental support for

student educational expenses.
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Appendix Vii-A

ParentAltonfribution: Derivation of Effects

,

A, (The Analytical Frameworka

Let the parent's-utitity function be shown as:

(A.1) -
pt

= /U(Sset EDk, Xk, Rk, Ye, e ).

Where

a

Sset

qjt
=

the-student's stock of educational'capital, Qet
of whicirkis produced-in any gi en year

1'
purchased goods and services excluding expenditures for
postsecondary education

EDk = the parent's stock of educ.tional capital, reflecting
parental tastes for postsecondary education

Xk = sex of student

Ric

`fa

= race of student

= median income -in ociMmunity

el = random disturbance'

Let t be an index for all (any), future years and T refer to the current

year Over the life cycle, all farntly activities .are constrained by ava ilable'

time and financial resource

Irk, t
0%.2) s't 17

t (j+r)e-i- t (1+1) t-T PhrhT-1

gnorirrg consumption time,

Y .

in which.

11121-Lt
(P
et

-

2A
,k,t)(let

j 0+0'.T (141t-T

Yk,t.
-of offspring

ph

h (144.)L -T

4

family dispoiable income at t me...t, excluding the earnings'

., a

= student's disposable income at time t, excludirig earnings
while in schoiol

me

'Phis derivation draws upon_ the model developed-in Wagner (917).
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,

V11-12
.

-'1'`''

= value Of the stock oth types of family assets (tht-1)
at the beginning of-the current period

___

0.;purchased goods and services tt time t,
. pinditures for postsecondary. education,

excluding ex-
_

P
e

= shadow pricepf.educttlenal capital at time t

= the dollar sum
1.1

of all awarded student financial aid from
1 k/t grant, work, and loans,

$ = value of the stock of h types of family assets (S
h
0 at

-thc end of the planning horizon,or life cycle

1_
r.= an implicit rate-of discount incorporating both time

prefererice,for consupmxion and uncertainly. Presumed
to vary by student sex,,(Xk) and race (ilk) .

In a year, the student member can augment his/her stock of skills_aird know-

ledge by combining study time (ssT) with instructional services purchased from

post!,,gondary institutions (cieT) in a production procissilesCribed by equatio0-,

(A.3). Students are presumed to differ in, the Ifficiency with which the inputs

are utiliz4, according to student achievement ability (SATk) and parental

,%),

knowledge,o postsecondary educltional options (EDk).
.

.=

943 QeT (ssT, geT; SATk, EDk, ea)
4-

All, fables in equation (2) have been defihed above, except

.,

= grdss'additionsto the student's stock of skills and knOdledge
(educational capital)

e2 = random disturbance.

By ,definition,

(A.3a) Qe S '
seT -1

1



.

--,_Production of educational capital undertaken subject to a cost

P
eT

= the shadow price of educational capital (reduced with s udent,

aid)

.

zr wTssT
=earnings foregone while in'school

-FeTgcY
= stated-tuitiod and fees

al`

Total family spending is constrained in the short ?tin by available

resources. Generally, purchases of goods and services plus expendrturei for

postsecondary education cannot exceed family disposable income. The more

detailed budget constraint can be expresse f as:

(A.5) Yk 41P' ShT-1 =. T 91'eThT 2 1 , ) P -r5hTk,T 0-,kr- h

In which all variables have been defined above.

The deterininants of the parental contribution can be deduced when the

.

... parents utility function is maximized subject to the cost and production

tontraints. More formally, :form the Lagrangian:

- 4

44 (i+r)t-T

It ESset'

Yk t
(
t (14-0t-T

Yc' )

Y s'!T
r) tT rhT hT-:1

Phi.ShL

(i+r-)1-T

2(Yk,T f!yiti-Y

tqJ t

t j (4rfP-T,

--hT T



Setting the.partial derivatives of the Lagrang an with respect to

,-each variable in (A.6) equal to zero yields the pecessary* firFt order condi-
. .a.

.tions for a-maximum; ,

011* 7) '"""'""''
1) assetU .asset t 1 S

QeT asset 7a-15eT, t asset 513eT (l+r)t7ir

fl (P - A. )
I eT kT

-.
IPet 21sset

liFs7tt

PeT

B. -Derivatron of Effects

QeT
(1-1-r) t -T

Collecting terms in (A.7), the direct effect,of financial aid on

parental -investment can be seen in equation (A.7a). Here, the familiar-

, -,
equilibrium relationship is ,described: perceiyed utility fang monetaEy returns

,(evaluated in dollars) must equal the discounted net costs of the investment

U Sset l s,t 4)Sset
( .7a)

ISset 5-47 F; QeT

Al 4.A21
I

,
11,4 kPeT
11

xn_ QeT
( et set

(1--r)t-T*t set uxeT

4 4

tl

i k,T + 2 (Pet
t=T+1

4



Hoter, parOCular, fthat any increase in student aid (Ai k tTY reduces.--- , . . . ,

' margin I cost relative :to the perceived marginal returns. Hence, greater

investment-is encouraged,.
. ,

_There are, however,-two aspedis of the investment in postsecondary

education which.may wont in the opposite direction. First, annual family

wending for postsecondary education is limited by an upper bound. Second;\

different forms of financial aid might advirsely affect the level of invest-
.

ment. The extent to which these factors come into playits essentially

an empirical matter.

U d on Costs. Total family investment in any one year cansists

.
of outlays on tuition 4 fees 2122,student foregone earnings (or total

non-tuition expenditures , whichever Eiiit 'greater). Due to institutional limi-

tations on academic course loads, the total tuition outlays are constrained,
.$

'Similarly, over a one year period, student foregone earnings

education,expenditures nave anIpper bound. This limi

r- -%

in the evalu tion of masginal costs in equation (A.7a)

or nontuition

tation can be observed

For relatively

high income families, h2 would approach zero (the short run budget constraint

would not be binding). For financial aid recipients, the, net cost to the

parents might be quite low. In either instance, the perceived retypis can

exceed net Costs at the margin. ,Or'-the other side of equation
,

(A:7a), the

perceived marginal returns'may greatly exceed the marginal net investMent

costs. l' 1 / "':.
. . ''

indirect Effects of Studen Aid. While grant aid repredepts a costfis;
.

. f ,-
form of student aid, both Maxie t'Itans and termliormk, work require'a commitment

-., . ,-

/

of future repayment or current labor in return for thy- aid. in the short

.445
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requirement fn :term time work draws student time away from
:

= ;_stuk-and lcIsure activities. At some level of work, the:"Incomenaffecx

fl-_
of increased available dollars in th,current period may be balanced off

by-tile:constraint on available student time for study.-

4 a.

4 itu
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INFLUENCES ON THE PARENTAL CONTRIBUTION:
-SOME INFERENCES ABOUT FAMILY 'BEHAVIOR.

-

The steep -increase in college costs coupled with the slow and uneven
-0, c .

____

f- .

.pace of economic recovery have focused attention on the capacity of families.

to meet educational expenses. By enlarging this capacity,' financial aid offers

the principle short -1-untool for encouraging parents and students to undertake

the out-of-pocket investment in posiiecdndary education.

Utiliiing the cOncepts of household investment behavior developed In .

.

Chapter VII, we examine below the effects-of-student aid on parental seen ng . -

tomeet the educational expenses of student family members. In section A; the
,.-.

.

family investment variables and the attributes deduced to influence family spending
,

behavior are measured. A beief descriptive view of the patterns of garental and

student direct investments is presented in section B. Section C contains'the

results of the empirical tests of the hypotheses developed in the preceding Chapter.

'A. Fie:aiui-e-ment of the 3ariablei

The analyses. provided beloW are based on information collected in the

1972 National Longitudinal Stud Base -Year and First Follow-Up surveys-. The

constructi-on of each variable is detailed in an appendix'to-this report.

As noted earlier,-a series of computer manipulations were used to adjust-

for non-respone and reporting errors in the financial aid data. Only cases with
or

the "edited" s udent aid data or non-missing family and Institutional data
---

are employed in he analyses.

Parental Contribution: PCk. NLS respondents provided an estimate of parental

-support in question 47 of the First Follow-UP survey. The reported amount

tudents who 'didwas increased by, an estimated $80 per month for commu

not include in-kind room and board costs in their -accouilting of direct,ex-
i

_pencil-tures;



. .
1

_Available Income:IA% 'A measure6f the financial capacity of parents
. .

. .--

.4.4... to spend forpostseconditV"educetlOn,ava(lable income is estimated for
7

_.e -- i li. r----e-
.70d

student.
!
calculated amour ,_based on procedures adopted by the College

. - ..
'ft . ...

}'Scholarship Service (College Cholarihip'Service (197.1)), incorporates such

factors as familyAlcome, asset family stie, other dependents, did number
....

'. ,..

A,- 'I.s s - . A- ...

o _ of children iii college, .All but a teasureotassAts are available in'the
. .

,
.

1141.4_the cOculations,impute $1,000 of assets for each $1:000 in family. Incopie%
...

.--- A regional/city, size cost of liVing index.(froarLurie (1915)) is applied to
a

4 i -. IP P v c .
e , -

,each, expected contribution to accOOnt for cost oClivinaAlfferepces from
-.' .--t.. . ,

*

piece...5,piece%."

.. ,. ..
. --.

,
;.,

. /
StudentCont SCE..SC!, Any dires expenses not met with grant or

. , . '.

--' scholarship aid, transOe income benefits,.or parental contributions must be
4 _ ,

4;'-

( paid out of student resotirces: iThe studeqt contribution, therefore, includes
.-,..-- -.

.. the amount drawn On savings accounts plus proCeeds'frpm a erv-time .j0b or
---. .

t

* A
student loan. The latter types of student id are included s part of the

labor or repaythehtstudent confrin fion *since they requirea commimment,of

in return for the aid.
*a

Parental Education: ea,: Hypothesized, to reflect parenal tastes for

pos tsecondary parental knOwledge about postsecondary

training alternatives, parental education is taken to bethe formaliedu-
. r

.rational attainment in yearsoA the male parent or guardian (as,recorded n

.

the First Follow-Up item 78). Where no. Information on the eaucational

attainment of'the male parent is available, the years of,schooling of the.
14

-female parer-it Or guardian are employed.

Median Community Income:-Yc. Par

,

4

44S

.

-

families may spend Tore_fOr
. .



,potttdondaryed if they observe'others in the,community making these

VIII -3

, ,..-

expedditufes, 'FUrthef, jn coMmunitlei where a large share of the college-
,

. .
. .f ,.-

. -

age group continues bn to postsedondary education, information about post
. ,

. , .

--
..

. '& .
.

high school, training be more readily provided, These ."demonstration"
.4 4. . /...1. `'''.

% #
. a

andHeaq.ern'aliAnformation".influences are measured here by the median family

incOMe In the community. We,infer from available data that college-going
'

rates are higher and college prep programs In high schools more common in_

communities with felative4ygreater family incomes-,--A measure of_the

niediartJathily. income in the community (Westat (1972)) was used .to
.

- A

stratify, the Base -Year* sample selection. The midpoint of each of ten
0

Income intervals is taken to be an approximate point estimate of the median

fimily income in the community.

All other variables have, been defined earlier* (in Chapter.IV).

. The Pattern of Parental Contribut

a

As suggested in the preceding cha -r, several family and institutidhal--

attributes can Influence thelevel of support provided by the parents. The .

,

family attr4tek include famity
.

inCome,'-racial7ethnid identity, student

,.

.,
.. .

-:-

academic aptitude, and'student seZ. institution-specifli costs of atienddhce
..._

faand the amount of,compqsition of the financ .3 a i d ipackagt cap also influence
.
-

. * :-
,

parental contribution
. ,

. -

. - 4.

it Differences in Parental Support'Among KiY Student Subpopulations

- t ,

The_levelof parer tal-7suppeprt apptra to have differed systematically
._ ..

* V*
acrw .,partitioned student.groups In wiculat, low income, mitnority,, and.,'

.

. .

4.

male students evtdenced.a.slightlfsmaller amount of parental.suport

-. , , --,2"._

.,, a. i_. _t_,
than did their peers. Students.within:these groups,rtended to recilve,larges

.

,
, .

Amounts o financial aid, althotgh the aid did not. appear to fully/sub- 4*
S

...1 .
'. ..

-/-

.

.
!.

.

:f4b



-sti-tute-for parental support;

4

The average amounts of parental and student contributions within each,

income quartile is shown in Table V111-1. Not surprisingly, the level of-parental
. - _

support increasedacrOs family income quartiles, from_$5t.6 to $1,682. This

increase represented a doubling of the share of out-of-Pocket education ex-
'

penses borne by the parents. However, while gragt an# transfer support_to low

Income students averaged almost four

students, the main effect of all aid

O

times the amount,r0ortdd by high income

to low Income students s to shift the

burden of educationat expenses to thetudent. Here, the student contribution
V -

of more $700 metU40 percent of educational wenseS. call-time freshmen

41.
from high income families pata-for 22rpei-t;nt pf_the educational expenses

with in average $540.

- . - -

As evidenced,in Table V111-2, the shares lif educational expenses. met by

parental contributions was comparable across student, achievement/ability

groups. Since higher ability students enrolled at higher cost institutions;

, the difference in parental contributions between-.=low Shd,high ability soups

($887 vs. $1,473) was offset by the.difference in average costs of attendande

'($1,720 vs. $2,71t1:: 'Even though the absolute level of student support was
.

. ,
. . ,

more nearly equat,across ability groups,
.

che larger amount of grant and trans-
-_ . . . - 4

fer,aid reported 6y high ability students ($494 or la percent) appears to.be
. . . .

.

associated with a lower relatiye student contribution (28 percent vs..35 par-
. , .

,t....

cent foelow ability students).

lniii patterns of sources of support among riaaliethnic.groups are shown
..

-
.

. .___..

lirTable V141-3. The average-$1,149 parental contribution among,white students
. .

,

was nearly twice.:as great as-the leyel d parentel'suppprt for black students.
. .

- ...-.. . . _ .

44
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TAKE.-Vi 11-1 / 3

Parental and Student Contributions for Postsecondary Education
by Family tncomi .

(1972-73 NL$ entering full-time freshmen)

wily Income Quartile4

LOW

"Po

Dollars

AN., we OM

Gross Cost $1,844
Grant and Transfer 547
Parepti' Contribution 566
Student Term-Time Work 148.

Stud4nt Loan .257

Student Savings 326

LOWER MIDDLE

GrossCost
Grant anTransfer
Parents' Contribution
Student Tern -Time Work

Student Loan
-Student,Savings-

UPPER MIDDLE

Gross_Cost
Grant and Transfer
Parents' Contribution
Student Term-Time,Work
Student Loan
Student Savings

Gross Cost
Grant and Transfer
Parents' Contribution.
StudInt Term-Time Work
Studtint Loan

Student Savings

$1,911
361

777
107

236
430

$1,970,
263

988

201

422

$2,396
168

. 1,689

60
- 93
386

V

` ,Share of

'.

((l00i)

'( 30%)
( 31%)-

( 8%)
_( 14%)

:08%)

(100%)

( J9g)
( 41%)

( 6%)

( la%)

( .22%)

/
a .'

...4

Income quartilet calculated from student-reported income Interval estimaes.:.
. Low = less, than 7,500; Lower Middle = $7,500 to $14,5001 Upper Middle ,,, $10400,

to $15,000;, High = over $15:000.' Distributions exclud&students for whom n6 income

estimate is available (approximately 18%). .

1

'am

4

452.--*r
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TABLE VIII -2

Parental and Student Contributions for Postsecondary Education
by Student AchieveMent/AbIlity Score (SAT)
(1972-73 NLS entering full-time freshmen)._

Student Achievement/Ability
Groupa .

.

1.0WER-MIDUE

Dollars Share of
Cost -

Gross Cost $1,720 (100%)

Grants and Transfer 222 ( 13%)-

Parents' Contribution 887 ( 52%)

Student Term-Time Work ma ( 6%) :_ ' .`

_

1',

Student. Loan 145: ( 8%)

Student' Savings 357 ( 21%)

Gross Cost 12,067 (100%)

-J1rants and Transfer 275 ( 14%)'

Parentt' Contribution 1,125 ( 54%1

Student Term-Time Work *80 ( 4%)

Student-loan 21d ( 10%1

Student Savings 371 ( 113%)

UPPER MIDDLE

Gtoss Cost $2,241 (100%)
AP-
Grants and Transfer 318 (, i 4%)

Parents' Contribution 1,249 ( 56%)

-Student Term-Time Work 81( ( 4%)

Student Load 189' .( 8t)

Student Savings . 401 ( 18%)

HIGH

Gross Cost
'Grants and Transfer
Parents' Contribution
Student Term-Time Work
Studint!Loa'n
Student Savings

$2,711
494

1,473

80
205
459

(100 %)

(. 18%)

( 54%)

I 3%)

( 8%) s.'

(.170

aStudentt are grduped accsrdin§ to SAT-equivalint storesz Low = less than 800;

Lower Middle = 800 to '9501 Upper, Middle e= 950 to 1,100; nigh .= over 1,100. Dit- .

trIbutions exclude students from. whom no SAT-equivalentscore Is avbilabte.(apprOxi-

materf 2%).

I

;

a.
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TABLE V11163

Parental and Student Contributions for Postsecondary Education
by Racial/Ethnic Group

(1972-73 NLS enterin7 full -time freshmen)

Racial/Ethnic Groupa

V

WHITE.

Dollars . Share-of
Cost'

Gross Cost .$2,078- (100%)

-Grant and Transfer
,

Parents' Contribution '

Student Term-Time Work
Student Loan

-,_Student Savings -
BLACK

274 - ( 13%)
1,149 j (

(
55%)

.87 1/ fp"
171 ( est)
397 19

Gross Cost $1,858 (100i)

Grant and Transfer 491 -(--25%)

Parents' Contribution 665
.

( 38t)

Student Term-Time Work . 163 _A: st)
Student Loan ''''' 270 :( 14)
Student Savings 269 1 14%)

N11PANIC.

Gross Cost .

Grant and Transfer

,
$1,531

424
(t00%)

( 28%)

Parents' Contribution 610 9% ( 40%)

Student Term-Time Work ,93 ( 6%)

Student Loan 192 ( 12%)

$tudent Savings. 212 ( 14%)

**. OtHER

Grass COst
Grant and Transfer.
Parents' ContriBution,
Student .term -Time Work.

Student Loan
_Student Savings.

4T,

^ .

a
Students are grouped according to self-identified racial/ethnie cat ry.

Other. category includes.American Indian and Asian-Amikican students. Dis ibutions

exclude students for whom no racial/ethnic identification is available approxi-

mately 2%). .

$2,097 (10o %)
431 (21%)

1,011 ( 48%)

153 ( 7%)
356 ( 17%)

-

453 4

AD



tx-4wylth low income students, the greater amountstif_financlal aid to

. -0
black students appears to be associated with larger stmdgqcontributions.

,

Slack students covered nearly 37 pegrcent-of educational costicompa'red to

a 32.percent share for the student contributions among whites: For the other

minority groups, the student contributions met nearly 32 percent of costs,

the same share borne by white students. The increased grant-aid to these

groups of students, however, apparently:just offset parental support.!

Differences in the patterns of support between male and female Tull;

time freshmen appeared to be stroll:- From Table ,1111-4, females received

about $100 more, on average, from their' parents. It may well be that this

increased parental support was necessary to compensate for lower levels of

Savings from atsummer job.

2. Parehtal Contributions and Student'Aid: A Descriptive

1-tie comparisons. just presented camouflage the effecaof student aid on

.

parental spending for educational expenses. As deicribed in Chapter 1V

the recept ofild, in different amlunts and kinds/ varies according to
.

several student /family and institution attributes. Therefore, it will be
0

helpful to attempt to describe in a simple way the relatioriship,between

'parental contributions and studtnt-assistance.

Student financial aid can affect both'the level and Compotitioa_of

family spending for postsecondary education. In the first instance;

student aid can encourage- greater. total spending (from family resources. _

,x

42/ student aid). This "price" effect would bccur because student aid

/Heed analysis systems typicallV require less from summer savings for femate
dependent students. Although this treatment would reduce the expected family
contribution for females, parents might still-have to make up the difference
if adequate amounts of financial aid are rat forthcoming.

.454
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TABLE V111-4

Parental and Student Contribdtiont for Postsecondary Education
by Sex of.Student

-*(1372-j3 HLS entering full-time freshmen)

Student Sex

,

MALE

to)lars Share of
Cost

Gross-Cost .7 'S2,061 .- (100%)

Grant and Transfer 301 ( 15%)
'Parents' Contribution 14096 ( 51%)
Student Term-Time Work

-Studint Loan.
Student Savings

FEMAL

Gross Cost
Grant and Transfer
Parents' Contribution
Student Term-Time Work
Student Loan
Student Savings

(

6

157 ( 7%)
453 ( 22%)

$2,051 (l00%) -
294 ( 14%)

1,147 ( 56%)

92 ( 4%)

197 ( 10%)
321 ( 16%)

455
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Omuitaheously'makes the investment, more, attractive (lower net price) and
7

eases the short-run finanCing difficulties faced by families. Since fixed

Mats are imposed'on the amount.of knowledge that can be absdrbed In a given

-year, ii-IS 'likely that total spending will not increase by the foil amount
7

of the student aid. Thetis, at'least part of the aid will release private

/
riSourpes.for non-education uses. This "freed income" effect is mewed

.

. by the reducti n in family'spending (parenta l.andior student) below, what

would.have be privately ted: without student aid.

Student aid can affect the istribution of -th e burden of direct costs

within the family as well. By definition, proceeds from a stgjdent loan or

term-time job represent a contribution from. itudent resources since the

,

student incurs a commitment for work or repayment in return, for the aid.

'The use of these sources of support would inc se student contributions

relative to parental Support. That fs, there may be a secondary "freed

income"-effect foe the parents, depending on the types and amounts of
'y

financial aid received.

' We focus bete upon the "freed Income" effects of student aid for the

parents --.the extent'to which,pf!nancial aid frees.parental

non-education spending. The first two colugns in Figure VII
I . -

:effect for the.average aided entering fplIltime freshman. For this student,

resources for

illustrate.this

tbe parents would have tontributec arrestGated $1,239 toward educational

expenses, if no financial aid wes forthComing. This' is shown as the vertical
.

-distance of the parents' contributiosf-sectiohmithin the first column. How,.

compare this estimated "no aid" level of parenta) support to the actual

level of .the parents' contribution, ilIustrate10(trr the second column.
.

1

/Where student aid substitutes entirely for faintly spending, the 'prick" effect

would be zero. See Wagner (1977] for a discussion and some estimates of the
"price" effect of grant aid on direct edudation Investment components.

456



_

11e average aided student actuakily received $783, or about $450 less tha

,
we_ estigeted the parent i liJOUld have contributed'ip,the absence Af_atd.

. .. .

indicated the dashed line, the $450 difference provides a measure ofthe

'""freed. income" effect of financial aid fbr the average, aided student--
.

The size of the effect differed, however, among key subpopulation's of aided

.enterina full time freshmen. 4
,. .

t -

.
in absolute dollars, the receipt of student aid appears to have generated-

''4,N4
.. , .

the smallest "freed income" effect among students in thejowest income .
-

..
. .

quartile. As i4lustrated in Figure V111-1, about $200
,

of_parental support .. --ri,
.

4b
. --

.
,

4 0
/Coefficients from two regression.equations, fit for unaided 'students, were-/

..-

employ94 to estimate the "price" and "freed income" effects. In the first -,

equation, t 1 outlays-COAmere regressed on available income (Afk)
_and student a levement/ability (SATk). The parental contribution WO ,was
regressed on a i table income (A-Yk),"student athievementiability (SATO, and ".
total outlays C In the second equation. The estimated equations ,-

are as follows standard deviations in parentheses): -

':..

COA =,.0775 AYk + 1.1 12-SATk. + 597.9

(.0039) (.0498) "
R2 = .17

iCk = .0388 AYk .0551SATic .8085 COA - 315.

(.0295) (.0076)

R
2

= .74
. ,

, .

Using the mean values for available income and student achievement/ability
score within selected groups of -aided/Students, wg first estimated what .,

/.

-Similar non-aided families would have spent for postsecondary education. ,The
difference between this amount and actual outlays is a measure of the "price"
effect,

In a second step, welpsed the mean values of available income and student
_

achievement/ability'score within selected groups of aided students, with.the
estIMated outlays obtained in the first step, to 'estimate the level of parental
support provided in similar non-aided families. The difference between this
amodnt and the actual level of parental support is taken, to be a measure of

the "frped income" effect,

The approach used here.is similar 40 the one adopted by Hoagland [1977].
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was,released Or non-education spending among faMilies with aid recipients

_In the lowest 'income quartile compared to an estimated $600 "freed income"

effect among high Lncome quartile families: Larger amounts of grant and

e

.tend to be lower income families, as well) measured $131-- $640 parental

contribution without aid compared'to $570 actual parental support. for
.p

alrfamilies with aided students, financial 7id releied an &mated

transfer aid -to low income students could account for part of.the,difference_

In:the "fed lhcome" effects between the two quartiles. Since average
_ 1/

4..

term-time earnings and loan proceeds were nearly equal across income groups,

a similar explanation based upon variations in amounts of supliartfrom these
- N

,sources would -not be as valid.
4 -

As Figute VIII-2 shows, the low ability group experienced the smallest

estimated "freed income" effect as parental Support,/ dropped $200 beim/what

'parentsof similar non-aided students would haveftovided. Among higher

ability groups the estimated effect measures threetiMes that amount. For

these latter students, the larger sums of grant and transfer support might

be replacing what the parents would otherwise contribute to meet educational.

expensei. -

The estimated effects of student aid amongxacial/ethnic groups, de-
Al *,

scribed in Figure V111-3, parallel the general findings across income'

quartiles. The estimated "freed income" effect among black families (who

, $457 from the parental contrj4mtionjor non-education expenditures.

Finally, a comparison of the impact of' student aid between aided male

and female entering full-time freshmen, recorded in Figure VIII-4, reveals

a somewhat larger "freed income" effect for male students. As shown, parents

of aided male students contribute an average $773, or $519 less than esti.-

mated_for similar parents of non-aided males. For aided females:_the re-

leased parental support measures an-estimated $390..
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Figure,Vifi2

A-
The impact of Financial Aid on Parental-it/days by Student/Achieiement Abillry-Crimaos:

"Freed income",Effects

w _
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The impact of Financial Ala on Parental Outlays by Racial/Ethnic Groups:

"Freed Inane' Effects

. ' _ -...
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-C. Frarental Support for EduCati,ort Expetises:, A Multivariate Analysis

The hypotheses.deveio,ped In Chapter VII have beertIu_binitted to empirical

testing, and the results are, pfesented,beloW. The .general form of the

"

,parental contribution function dsvelbped there can be expressed

IV

PCk = paTeital.,support for educational .expertses.-

t,k = total''araount of financial aid received

facailY intane (qr cceparable mature)

.,-
.

-SA w, student's SAT score-

1
.

Rk 3; student's racial /ethnic grabp (1 ;white) _.

Xk = sex of student, (1, _Male)

.Egk . parent's educational attainment (in years)

Ye =median fanny income in istudent's-x.oamunity

' The basid OLS estimates' of efluation oy are presented in Section 1.

a1,1 other, Influences and randoni disttirbance

. t

-4-4 yere, 'aggregate
;

aid received (F.Ai .k) is employed as the sole financial

_ -. .
aid `variable.' The discussion

,

'examine s the differences among the irifitrences
.

to a
------__, ' =--- ,_ .

' -a J.-

. ,
I., 4041 .

on pafe.ntal support acrossfarms income grbuPs in Section 2, the

results of. re-estimating equation -(1) Separtteryfor:s4eleCted institu

. __._.

`Mortal sectors are c onsiairixl. 'Section 3 ctsnialnethe,reiults af arfattesip
.skr- # ' .

,...- .
to separate out the effects of different type of student ai- i on...

. ,,
..

. - ..

. parental support. -Essentiaiiy,, a "prediAted" parellalcaatiAatjon is .
.. .

460.
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The-Impact of Financial Aid on Parental Outlaysby Sex of Student "Freed income" Effects

Ali Students

SEX OF STUDENT
f.

Hale Female

r Gift
Aid .

Gi ft .

Arid

00

Sumter
Savings':

Parents'
,Contri-
bution_.1.

L

Loan
and
GI ft
Aid
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A
1

Suaraer
Sayings

Parents'
Contri.
button as

t. Aid

Simnel?'
Sal/trgs.,

500. Parents'
Contri"-
butt11)n

Parents
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button
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Spenang \ spending

With , With
NO Aid Aid

Estimated Actual
Spending Spendln9

With . With .
No Aid.. Aid
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id from theparaneter estimates in equation (I). Devia from

'^

....
the srpredloted" amtrtbution ,ark then regressed on the Ind vidual aid

- - --

miasures.-TMspio-stepprocedure controls, in part, for interactions

among the explanatory vgriables and for the size of. the aid package.4 7.
$

N

1. Diteralnanis ofthe*Parentat Contribution

Table V111-5 'presents the.results of the OLS estimates

Oyfilbution function, applied separately.tcrlaw maddle," and high incOme

'groUps.

Total Ay. Consistent with the descriptive data discussed above, fur
. .

from all non-family sources substitute,_ Iii part for parental support.

effect clearly differed across income grouPs. Every additional $100 incr

------7-4n st-wdened redurredcthe estimated ?rental contraggion, from lost Income

il
..

. parepts'by $19. )acing.iligh istome parents, this "Income substitution"

effect was over twice. as great. Looked at another tray, a ten percent

increase in total aid produced a .1,percent decrease In parental support from

high indb,e families ipmAred to a .3 percent "decrease in low income

families:- lyseems reasonable to conclude that low Income parents 'tend to

prOvtde'whatever was necessary to finance an enrol lmedt.

/Tbe estimates 'are alculated at the mean values of the relevant variables&

.,for high- income families, V.

PCk = -.4473 x'(.10 x $326)

For low Income fam4lies,.

ek = :.-ts83 x4(.10 x, $982)
,

. Mean patental contribution measured $1:6$6 among high. incom
,and $569.among ioWinomle families. See'Ap$efidix B,

A I

I

-;.
Z.

rl

4

.1.
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Table V111-5

Parental Contributions for Postsecondary Education -

Underlined coefficients are significant at the .05'level; standard ,errors are 1n parentheses)

LES

DEPODEHT

(5.1) PC All' Students

.R = .28
F = 664..24

8

5.2)13Ck' Low' Income

F M 69.69

15. .17;Ck, Middle Incorde

'R2 = .

F. = 111.50

(5.4) PtitiqUgh
k

Income,

2' 4- A-R s' .19

.4'61;w425-97'
r Oa

fR

1DtPlMATORY VARIAB

-.2),43 .0763, '.5508 -142.6
(.0096) /(.0024) (.0288) :(25.18)

-

Total Available SAT
Aid Income Score ArEthnic

Group

AY SATk

.0 0547 _ -4 12.84 .0059

(A10 7J 00 0 (.0383) 124.82) 20. (4.144) (.0030)

-.2206 .0774 .3633 -27.50 -97.291 17.85 .0018'

(.0106) (.0050) (.0325) (31.62) (18.10). -(3.1323) (.00233

_Student Parental Conmmul

Sex' Education Income

-146,3. 97.26./ .0105

(16.10) (3.185 TIRMEr

473 8.0904702:0 1701797a

4

Consian

-80.22

678.0

336.6

1.128 144.5 -225.3 44.7A .0148

(.069 0) (80.24) (39.45) (6.410) .0040
89.4
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I

Avatlable I-ncome. Al I pareAts marginally Alicrease contributi; ns- by
- .s' - t

are estimated $57 to $90 for every $1,0e0 inc-rease_in-available° Iintone. The

-elasticity of parental constribsktions with respect to,incOue inCreased

=

across Income groups frita .1 to .4. That Is, a I0 percent iniprovenient-,In
'a, . . '..*

1 . i r , ... . .

income would produce a4 percent increase*In_parental support
,

for the MO,, -, -: - - -

7.-
. Ini:one student compared to a one -tenth of one percent IncrealefOr the low.. ,i.:.: , .,..--,, .

=k--

ificame student.-,1° Since many .of the 'kw_ income studatit:s. In the.):11.S sample mould
7 . --k-*.

--have been expected tc r eceive no support from theli patents {according to WS'

np-ed..anaVysis methodolog0;the Jc:w estimated elas;IiIty among. these families
-

is quite understantiable._ That there existed\ny-elasficity In the `1o, income'
, = .

.
s 6 . r . - i

faaily, budget.can be viefted as evidence of a willingness to undertake the

. postecondary edu tian

to inanci Its -

.

rivest4Ent; sp e of a measured Ida of ability
.

SAT Score. -In equations' (5A) tcs (5A), the student's academ Lc aptitude

, .

exhibited the hypothesized positive Influence on parental

Overall, a 100 poin't improvement in SAT scores clicked an additional $55
. .

. ,

. .

in parental.support. For the higher income student, scores Tepresen ed
, I . ''. ..?

a strong influence. Here, the student poseSSIng an SAT score 1

above the mean' enc:ouraged 6 percent increase Tri 'parental support Oa the

other hand, measured ability did not

buttons thong low income famill'es.

ignificantly influence parental,captri-
.

. . 401..1 '
.

impart, the, latter, result Ani9hr reflect

-I -,

thedeciiions of altlbre,I"ncome students:t6 enrol) dispropoetif)nitely in:
,.. - ' :. --,,

lowcost lits Itutions. Whether due to lick of financial prd oi'' lack of . - .....,... - ,- .,
t i

/The eltaltIciiies are estimatO at the ;Dean values cif the relevant variables.

Available Income averaged- -11,427-among low inciDine families and $8,408 among

high Inconie families. See Appendix B. - .
_

. I, J . ' " I

/The estiapte is carculated at the mean value of the relevant variabi

Tee Appen&lx-B.
I..-.

--i-L427(1-

a

5..
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41P;

nformattoo,'manyable; low income students continue tordecide.against.the
, .,

. . ,
higher cost private Institutions. 'Among-the more affluent, flnancial and

.
.- ..

information Iimitatibns would not be binding.

-
. - ..)

,,%

Ractal/Ethnic Group: The race dummy variable in equati (5.1) sil§gAsts

that rt11-norIty freshmpn received $14 more in parental support than did.their
. - -.

-4'i

.. ,,

majorkty peers. A slinoiar result
,

ges am,ng low income respoindents'

(equation [5p, although the varkab becomes jnsignifrcant over higher
. -

.

Income rangeL-f
.

, .The racial/ethnic differences iii parental support are hypothesized to
* . 4

reflect'underlying differences in the expected returns from higher edudation.'.
, ,

4-: . .

.
. --_

There is accumulating evidence that, iln fact, the money returns to minority
.

.

_
7,;//,,,

college graduates have improved and that'these impp:)Vebents.are perceivtt
: .

, .

. 'by this group of stadentS and their families.

Highly educated minorities have nearly achieved comparaiiilitjr,n

t

starting. sa 1 ari es wi th thei r ma jor ty peers. At' lower educati4 level s ,

, , %
.,

-

salary levels of minoritied continue to jag behind the earnings of whites
.

.-
.

- -
t,

(tee Freeman [1577]). This would suggest that_ the iqcrement.to income due
.,

to advanced training is now larger for Blacks and other minorfties than,for:
,_

. - -,
whitest' Further, it appgars that minorities are petceivIng these differences

.
_ -, . t

(Mahon, Hoang, and Wagner [1576]). Hence, minority students add their parents
, .

mlght well find the postsdcondary_eaCation Investment relay vely.more

attractive and respd ?d to these impeoved expectations by iffreasingtheir

% .

0,
outlays.

, ri

/The very small share ofJfull -time minority freshman in the,:top'three.

ncome is one possible explanation for thelatier'result,

.

471

Ao.



VIII -22

Student Sex. From equation (5.1), femalefreshmen received an estimated

$146 in parental support more than male freshmen.. This obtains

across, all i'come groups, afthough the resided difference wasgreateit among

N

:studepts frockhigh income families (equation.(5.4])

the resultS pose a small puzzle. Parents might be hypothisizedto 'con-

.

_ .

. .

tribute more if the money returns are greater. But, if males continue to earn

more than females, why, whould parents provide more support for their daughters?
. ,

.

. .

,Among others, two explanations seem most convincing:
/
- Fist, as noted earlier

'`

women students were expected to provide smaller contributions from their
.4 .

summer earnings than males. 46- If financial aid did nbt fully cover the estimated

shortfall,/the parents would likely make up the difference: Second, these

entering full-time female freshman might have been perceiling the future.

impact of affirdative action on hiring practices. In.othe McMahon, et al.

study cited earlier, women.tinded to 'an'ticipate higher earnings than the

amounts actually received by older women on the:Job. :In either case,

greater student and.parental suOport would have been forthcbming.-

- %Parental Education. As-hypothesized, parentaleducation exhibited a

.40-

,
_.

- ,
positive.and-signifI:A cantinfluence on parental' contributions. for post-

a :

setondary educatioff. The presumed effect InCreases across' income groups,'

,. , .

such that'an additional year of education was asSocPated with about $13
. _

more parental support in )ow income houieholds compa5ed to $45 more support
v

fn high income households. This pattern probably reflects-the greater

:...
.,t

.." .

capacity of high income families to spend for postsecrndary education (the

zero` order correlation between available income and p rental education

4
/

IA third, that freshmefi women tended to incur largeecosts and require
greater parental contributions, I:nof consistent with the small differences

.intal cost's between sexes shown in-TabJe V111-4 above.

A

47.2
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Median,Community Income. Two potential jnfluence(on parental cdntri---c

VI I 23

butidns were hypothesized to. be measured by the median feriiity- pang In the

student's home eommunity. Specifically, in communities with relatively

_htgher family incomes, higher college-going rages would have introduced

. DuienbeIrrtype demonstration. effects Ifikeeping up with the Jone.ses1 and

greater levels of external, non-household infOrmatisih about pSitsecondary

education oppo44nIties.

Overall, the medan.income variable,exhIbited a positive and significant

Influence on parental sPendini, asrhtspothesized. Of Interest,Unliamong

low, and high income families was the presumed effect stgestically,signifi-

cant. As one.poiiible interpretation, the observed ass iatiod within V2W

income households might.have been produced by the avaflab lity of Informa -'

tionon_postse4dndary education opportunities. Fuether,.parents in high Income

families might have ,spent more, other things equal, to emulati their neigh-
.

bors. -In the'latter instance,'Oorivate college enrollment would be a

likely outcome.

646rminapts of the Parental Contribution vathn Institutional
.Sectors

\.

'The general ,OLS regression results estimated separately fdr selected-.
t

Institutional sectors are shown In Table,VIII -6. The observed, differences'.
, . . ..

.

t . 4 f

r
../Walternative hypothesis- -that parental information-on and tastes

for pastsecontjary education were reflected.by:the level of as well as

maringal changes in educational attainment of -the parentwas also examined.

To test thiq hypothesis, the attainment `variable was repjaced*hy its

- squared value and equatiOns(5.1) re-estimated. The. "fit" (measured by the

adjusted-R2) was .not improved,,nor,was.,the significahce of Oe education

term or any other explanatory variahle:greatly chbnged. These results

are shown In Appendix O.
473





'DEPENDENT

VARIABLE

V111-6'

Parental. Contributions for Postsecondary_,EducatIon
(Underlined offficients,are significant atthe .05 level; sorandard errors are In parentheses)

e
4

Total
Aid

4

G

EXPLANATORY VARIABLES.

. Available SAT Racial/ Student Parental Community Constant

Income Score . Ethnic' Sex . Education Income

., Group . .

AYk SAT
k . k Xk EDk Yc

(6.1) PCk,. All Students

R2 ="
F 664:24

. s

PCk, Pubri.c Four-Year,1/4,

2 1
R .33

.F + 290.85

0

49 .550888)

7(-CRW6T
-14E6 -146.3 37.26 .0105 80.22

; (.02 (25.60 . (16.10) (3.485) .WOT
4-I

e
.

-.4093. .0668 --- .1277 -99.34 -120.5 23.24 .0039 665.7

(.0168) ' (0933) (.0436) . (21.17) (4.258) (.0026) .

/
.

fi

II

. (6.3) PCk,. Public Two efear _ijapr .0276 I\ .14111 10,94 8.065 -1.497 -.0057 ',678.9

R2 *..14.
F ; 423.94

,01 3 .0027 (:0338) (28.54) (18.08) (3:967)- (:0034)

'

(6,4).PCk., Private Fowl-Year -.1f61 .12

,
R2 -
F +399.28399..28

474-: .

4

45289 843 35.31 '.0211 821.9

"(7.768) (.0046)
I
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.

ix% the determinants of parentalsupport 4Morig institution sectors ta/ni of

course, be compared to other data presented for these widely-used insfitu-
, .

lional categories. Beyond domparlsons
.

ofIgeneral Interest, however, the,

partitioning cuts across several of the specified- explanatory Variables
_._

examined above. Students at prIvate.four -year Institutions tended to

cane from higher. income families.,:to receive more financial ai.d, and to

e / V
requl/re ,and reteive larger amounts of parental support. Public two-year

_college freshmen were- fowerabiltty, from lower income families, and

received a larger share of support from their parents.

-- Total Arc'. Not surprisingly, udent aid-exhibited its greatest

effect on parental support among private four- year college studentS; In

absolute terms, $100 more in aid reduced the level orparental'contributions

,
for the.educational expenses of these students by an estimated $55., ¢mcng

parents of public- two-yebr.college students, the same increase in aid re- /

duced support by.about $19. Expressed another wax , a one percent increase

in the amount of aid apparently reduced parental contributions by..21, .08,

and .36 percent for public
,

four-year public two-year, and private four-

/

year college students, respectively..2 Apparently, the aid encouraged spending

most in the two-year institutions while substituting for parental support most
..... ......_ ....._..............._.

. .. .... _.
.

In the four-year colleges. In no sector, however does the reduction'in

parental support even nearly metal the incremental aid award.
., ,

. .

Income. Within all sectors, parents film higher incoae families tended
.

t
,

.1
to contribute more toward educational expenses. The available income para-

. / F
4..4

.

meter estimates in equations (64) t(5_.(6.4) Imp\y that parents of students

attending private four-year institutions increaded;support the most for
vo

\
.

Vlhese estimates are cast haled at the mean values of the relevant
Va fables:. See Appendix S.
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incremental changes in income. Speolfically, private our-year-college fresh-
,

men from families with Available incomes ten percent grea'ter than average

rece i ved.23

four-year and

an estimated

costs limited

percent larger. parenfal'contFibutions. For similar public

public two-iear college students, parental contributions weie
4.

2.4 and 1.3 percent greater. No doubt the lower pubic sector

"41-.
the additional amount parents. might have provided.

SAT Score.. Again, within all sectors parents seem to have responded

to thestydentis.capacityto benefit from postsecondary training as

measuredby the SAT score... The estimated coefficient was greatest among

.
families with students, at private four-year institutions. Here, a . '

100 point difference in SAT scores brought about aa estimated $53-.changer in

.

. '

,the.level of parental supixOrt. in the public sector, a similar store dif-

ference resulted in an estimated $13:to $14 change in parente). contcibuttonsi

These differences are to be expected, `and seem generallycorisistfnt

n. '

. with observed enrollment behav4or: More ableistudents tended to enroll at

better-four-year Institutions or to live on campus.' Either exercised -optiop

,increased the necessary totalt out--of- pocket expenditure and would have

'requIred more parental support.

ir

Racial/Ethnic Group. While generally in agreement with'the finding

that minori.ty parents contribute more toward postsecondary eipenses than
4

similarly situated majorityparents, .the estimates of the.Influence of

rectal/ethnic background across institutional .sectors provi ded two fur her .

/See the calculations in Appendix B.
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I

results worth noting. Flfst,minority freshmen enrolled at private four-

year institutions received an estimated $240 more in parental support than

their majorlti, peers. This Aifference..is quite large, and suggests that,

A

when opportunities for postsecondary_educatioN investment.liecame available,

(

minority parents wire'quite:willing to assume a large share of the.cost.

On the,other hand, no significant difference in4parental support between.

\i'

1, minority pdmajority freshmen at public Iwo-year institutions evident.
*

.

.

Both the relativeiV low income of all public two-year students and the low

costs of attendance might taite influenced this dresbitol.

. Parental Education. Within'the four-year institutional sectors,

parental education significantly encouraged parental 'spending for poste-

secondary education., These results ar& s.imilar to those reported

above: an additional year of attainment was associated with an estimated

,

two percent gcoat& parental contribution. Parental educational attain-

-meat, hOwever, exerted no significant effect on parental contributions for

:entering full-time freshmen at public two -year. institutions. Again, the

relatively low costs of attendance would ha4.:terided to'inhibit'greater

levels of support--

/The adjustments to the parental contribution data (descritted in ChapZer 41).-

might also account for the regression results:k Recall that, for commuters,

an "in-kind" parental contribution was imputed for those not reporting 1

sufficient room and board costs, or parental contributions.' The standard

adjustment would not be sensitive to differences in expenditures bi,rate or

sex. .In fact, differences In parenal support by sex were significant only

- at four-year institutions (see Table.V111-6).- *
. . . 1.-

(
,

. . .

. . .

/It might -also be argued that he parents lof-students at public twolyear

:Institutions ahibit lower 'levels of educational attainment and., having less
experience with (or perception of)-the investment returns, would not increase

)heir support (pee Wagner (15,771),.? Certainly, among some poorly educated

groups this, would be true. BuiT'note that,oUr earlier estimates of the

.parental education effect onparental support for low income students was

significant -(Table VIlt-5). Further, differences in mean educat4Onal attain-

ment among.sectors was quite small (less than one year).
__... * -M, . 7
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Community Income. The estimates shown in equatiop.(6.2) to

Imply that students from higher Income communities received greater amounts

p

al

. .

of'parental support only If they attendee private-four-year institutions.

Thii-result 'Suggests that the "demonstration" pr "information" effects

work primarily t614aid encouraging enrollments in the priyate.sactor.1

Effectsvef bifferegtXypes of Financial

'Parental CorrKbutions(

. 0

The results just presented indicate that financial aid substitutes

for parental support.'.in this section, the separate effects 4f.,different
of

types of financiaj aid on the level of parental support are explOred.

Thgre is some evidence that these effects. differ. McMahon 41974151 found tha

N'
parental contributions werereduced'tn the amounts of 1.7 for every;_$100.

.

increase in student loan's, $1.4 for-everyV00 increase 'in grant kid,,ind. only

t , .

$ .10 for every $100 increase in part-time work proceeds. Hosiever he con-

fined his.study saMple lo 1972775 enrolled.upperclassmeh at public.
.

-

..

Institutions who anticipated continuing on to obtain an- .advanced degree,

Other enrollment demand studies have inferred greater price redponse

_(enr ollment elastidities) for grant and scholarthip aid relative to proceed*
.

significant,-negative coefficient estimateil,toe'thecomounIty income'
P term among families with students at public two-year institutions deseKves

some .discussion. Since entering freshmen at these institutions gederarly
ived at home and 6h-campus housing was not provided, total outlays'" (arid the
darental contribution) would have been limited among all community income
levels.' in support of.this interpretation-, the communittincothe measure
exhibited a weak, positive association with parental support '(Zero order.
correlation coefficient of .06). Hence, the commuility.incoAe term might
be statistically reinforcing the estimated impact of available income and
parental education. Both family attributes carry a much stronger associa-
tion with the median income measure (partial r> .26).

479
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\

from part -time work or'student.loans.(see Carlson-17197U); Thus, while,
. .

available evidence suggeits that diffecent,types of aid wi ll differently
. .

_....

. .

affect the level of parental supplOrt, eatimates have not been forthcoming.
-..

-41.
: .

. -A two -step estimation procedure has been employed in an attempt to

separate out these effects: In the first step; the actual parehtal contribu
. . e

Alan was regressed on the specified student and family determinants plus the

p

total amount of financial aid received (equation (ftaboVe). The results of

this step,were presented in Table VIII -5 above. the parameistimates
.

.. . . .-

from the equation (1) regressions were then uAd to generate a "predicted"'
,

1 ,...

parental contribution, - That.is, students of equal Income, the same race

and sex, an with the same amount -of financial aid were "predicted" to have

receive the same 1e4e1 Of patentAl support. In fact, many students
.

received more (or Fess) than this "predicted" amoUnt; the deviatIdg-from

.t1"predicted," then,yas presumed to be influenced In part, bit the Compost-

tIog of the financial aid Package.

tl

L

1.

/ The "predicted" parental contribution should be distinguished from "expected"
parents' contribution, as provided by'need analysis. Most important, the latter
represents an estimate of what tbevarerfts should contribute. FinanCial
aid administrators commonirdfstribute funds based upon this measure.- The
"predictel" contribution represents'an estimate of what parents actually con-
tribute, after receiving aid: In concept, the "predicted" should.not, be very
different from the'"expeCted."- In fact, given the normative Judgments implicit
in needan4lysis calculations, the inadequate funding of demonstrated need,
and other, non-financlal influentes on 'parental *pendThg,.the two measures
rarely converge. .

4:So
A

1.;



Specifically,

(2) <Ck PCk = f (AI ,k,

where,
_ t

*1 444

'/Fh = "predicted" leVel of pirental support, calculated from parameter,
estimates of equation (1).

= actual parental contribution'toward educational expenses.

Ai,k = the amount of the 1th .type of financial aid offered and received.

_
all other influence's not.measured and random disturbance -.

To give, some intuitive feel for the interpretation of equation (2), recall
-

Othat PC
k:

include'd an esti.flite of t6e impact of all,aid on the level of parental
4

0

' support. Overall,,this aid partly substityted for what par'ents would

otherwise have provided (see Table VIII-5). 'Different types of aid, however,

do not necessariry substitute for parental support to the same extent a;

all aid taken together: Since, by definition,student loans and term-tfme

work are student contributions (student self-help), these types of.ard might

have been expected to substitute for parental contributions to a greater extent than

all aid taken together. Holding PCk fixed, greater-levels bf loans or

earnings in the financial aid package would have reduced"PCk., or increases

PCie- PCk.
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. VIII -31

. .

Different"Types'of A14. In Table'VIII-7, the -results of equation (2)

with thethe difierent-types of aid -- gift aid, term -time work, student-boans,

and transfer income benefits -- as.regAssors are prdsented.. Estimates are

4 shown for all s tudents and, separately, for three .income groups., Note,.first,

that, the R2 are nearly zero. Misch" of the variation in actual parental con-
,.

tributions,has already. been explained (1A ). Therefore, the poor estimatedk.

"fit" is to be expected.
i

.
.

.
4e i .

for all studenp, only term-time work earnings and transfer income
c

, .I
benefits significantly differed from total aid in 'the extent of which, they- , .

,- ,

. .

substituted for parental support. For both types, relatively larger athounts ,,
, .

. ' in the aid package tended reduce.parental contributions. Holding the

total level Of aid fixed, an increase of $100 in term-time earnings' (balanced

kr
by a reduction'in grant scholarship.aid and/or.studene~loans)..redUced parental

support by an estimated $11 under the contribution received by-the typical`
e 4

'student. Aoimilar increase in transfer income benefits reduced parental

support by about $8.2

Across 'income grbups, two interesting results emerged. First, com-

pared to the typical freshmen, relatively greater amounts of'grant and scholar-
.

ship aid significantly encouraged parlhtal support among low income.faissi ;es.

On the other hand, gift aid induced further reductions of parental support

fOr high income students. The estimated impacts, however, were not great.

, An increase .of $100 in grant or scholhrship,aqd (with, say, a reduction it

transfer income benefits by the same_amount) increased low income parental con-
11,

5,

tributibns by about $4 and decreased high income parental contributions by about $9.
.

_ .

. .

/Rocall 'that a negative estimated coefficient suggests that actual parental 6.
contributions (PCk} are

.
increased relative to the,"predicted" contribution (PCk).

.

. . . , .

/
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,,,
Table VIlti7-

.

The Effeets'of*Different T es of Aid on Pare al Cont Ibu ions.

4'

:(Underlined...coefficients are

DEPENDENT
VARIABLEa7

4. V

for Postsecon ary Education

significant at .05 level; standard err s. are.in parentheses)
.

i

Grant, and

Scholarship
Aid'

t
(7.0. pck - pck, -.0155-

Ail Students (.0132).

---B2 = .00
F, = 6.09

.EXPLANATORY VARIAB

Term-Time
Work Aid

(7.2)' PCk - PCk;

Low inCqMe

R
2
= .00

F = Z.6i

( A'

-.0363 _

(.0447)

. /\
(7.3) PCk - 1#Ck .0026

Middle Incothe

R2 ; .0i
F = ;7.83

A
(f.4) PCk

High Income

2R = .00
'F = 4.42

.0176)

-

Student Loan ' Benefit Constant
Aid,Aid

.1112

.11I2-

(.0298)
-.;

-,0307
(.0177

-.0373 .0221

(.0381) (.0243)

77P6/

0854':.0594.059
TTF37/1---; t

-.0657 -1315.

(.0355).

.2381 -34.85,
770.377-11 (.0544) .

..0937 .2952 -. 4 9 - J.1501 80.46 -

(.0479) 77117) (.0983)

aThe dependent variable measures
levels of parental support. The
parameter estimates shown in Tabi

variable.` See text.

the difference aetween Ppredicted" and actual
"predIctednievel is ca1curated by applyihg the
e VI1175 to.individual values of each explanatory*
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-0.

'Second, among 'middle and.high-income families, term7time earnings reduced.
)

.A. , , A

parental support;.whildstudent loan proceeds increased parental support beyond
fi A

. 7 . 4,

-what the typical peewit in,.. these tncerne groups would have provided. This result
.

, . -_ .

re-

duced

-, suggdst5 thatreplacing_$1d0 of wqrk aid' with,.$100-tof loah aid
.

would, have
r

11,

d the substituficm for., parental support by $15 in middle ineome_faTijids

incomeliattielies. I. SO, althdugh tetro-time work may tie ,and by $44 in higher

-prefrred to student 16ans on other--geoundt, the greater reducti.on

support induced by student earnings argues in'fa,',Or of loan aid.
.

in parental

:Oifferen..t Types of federal Aid.- - Equation -(2) was te-estimated with
.

e- ,... Ilr

Federal. grants, Federal College Work -Study earnings, Federal loam acrd
. .

,Federal transfer income benefits as the regressors. The results are showq
, e

in Table-V111 -8. Again, the estimated ofit" .is quite pool-, As before,

much-of the-variation in parental contributions has been explained by the
,

'equation (1) estimates; this, is reflectedected In ftk. --

K -

- . -
Overall, Federal loan proceeds and-Federal transfer

affected-the level of parental-support,although the magnitudes were not
. -

very great. A shift of $100 from gift aid-ar work -study to loans increased

income.diffdrently

P

parental support by about $5. On the'other hand, a shift of the same magnitude
e.

to Federal benefits reduCed Orental support by an estimated S8.

/This follows from the esfithated coefficients shown insTable V111-7:
Holding the total amount of aid fixed,'the effects of a1100 decrease
in term-time-Work aid accompanied by. a.$100,inctease in loan proceeds
can 6e illustrated as follows (middle income families, equation°17.3)):.- P 4A ..

. (RCk - PCO = .1117 x (-$10q, - .0426 x.(4$104)
.

( 4 = -$11.36, a -. , .`

)
. ,

.

.

Als described above, this reScilt^-suggeits that the diffeeence.p'redicted

r and actual parental cohtributions would be narrowed. Said another way,

altered financial aid package would encourage less iu6sti.tution for
parental support. t,-.t.--, -

4
.

.4
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4 " . ,. -

t'iri ,contrast with the estimates ip_Table'VIII-7, Coilege.York-Study earnings
.....

.
-did not signifipangly alter .the level of parental supPort beyond what the typica

-. . , .1

.....-
.

parent within these groups would have provided. As noted above, earnings from

11(117.34;

1 *
'. t

al 1 Sources displaced 'parentah-support, for educational "expenses. Since,CO1 lege
..._ 1

4.
;,

.,,, Ae
.

Work -Studylobs tended to' be on the basis of demOnstrated, need,the .

.
,

I `- .

. results here imply that.contributions.from"parent ofneedi students were not reduced

, .

o . further' with relatively greater amounts of erni.ngs in the aid package. The sub
. . . ,

.,. . ,

stitution
,
of stuclent earnings for parental support apparently took place among

.. ' . ''.'

less ;needy freshmen from higher income,famili.g.s. ,
..4

For all'but.low income.students, Federal loans substituted for parental support
,, '4- o

..-

.2

in smaller amounts than di4 all aid taken together. From equations (8.3) and,58.yi
.

a $100 larger 6.in (balanced by a$100 reduciign in earnings) increased the esti-

o ' mated parents) congributich by $8 to S17. these- esults age nearly the sampas

those reporied above the total:loans.2

..
D. Conclusions'

Several interesting and useful results have emerged from the examination Of;

,

the, effects of student aid on'parental support for educational expenseS.

First, although parents'in low ,income and Minority families provided a

,
Sffialler sha're.of total education costs, student aid substituted the least4,for

parental contributions from 'these disadvantaged households.

Second, parents of minority or femaie freshmen tended to contribute more

,tow rd educi Tonal expenses than did parents of majority pr vie freshmen

other things equal. These results are consistent with evidence of improving

.

employment prospects for minorityand female 011ege graduates; paren ts may

I

t - /Among 1972-73 entering full-time freshmen, almost 90% of the loan volume, was
generated through Federal, programs -- primarily the Guaranteed Loan Program and

the National Direct Student Loan Program.

1

e '



o

:), t vii1-39,,,..4,

t- v
. Table VLII-8
I. .

. ,

1.
o

-.....

, Thd Effett of Offerent Types of:f'ederaI=AId.on Pirental Contrilrtidns_

,;-. ;

-'41inderlinad coefficients are significantat'the..:05flevelCstaildarlerrors.are
. t

.

EXPLANATORYAA IABLig

.

I

." for Postseconaary Education

DEPENDENT
)-1/ARIABLEq

18.1) PCk,

All Students

R2 = -.00

-w`P ,= 9.78

. .

1",

'-'Fede'ral ,ederaI .-
Grant and ' Collepd

- Scholarship' Work-Study.

Aid- ,Ald.
-.z-

Fede 1

Studer1 Loan

d

,Benefit

in parentheles)

i =

tpitst

.0355 4r - .02'1 r3 , .0825 4.17/

J(.9297) (.04 2). :019 173ro-
. ,

(8.2) PC
k

- PC
k '

Low Income

R2 = .01
F = 1.26

.0361.

(.1731r1)

=.01I8
(60435)

r

5
.

.0192 ."r1343.
(..6175) -(.0355) .e,

er

(8

A
k - rCk,
ddle Income

R2 %= .01

F = 7.79

.0492
1.0496)

.0415

14,568r

-.0785-

(.0544)

.
8.4) PCk,- Pik, .2943 -

High Income (.0961)

R2' .00

F := 4.46

.

t

.293

4'

49.85 ,

. ,

04 , .1444 -63.45

7 5 (;0583), ,

.

. ,4

aThe dependent variable meas4res- the difference' between "predicted" and actual--

levels o pareptal support. he "predicted" yv
parameter estimates,thown in Table V11175 to

variable. See text. '.
.

.,
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4 . ,...,
. s

.,

,
.

i ,.. . A
AD' ' ' .M4

well be responding' t6 tlieSkimproved gkpectation
0

s.' c '..-
.

z.-... . . , -
. . ' ,,- , ,-

Thi rd , -control i ing for. .the- amount of f i nanc i al aid a 'received,i ved , family1 y income,
, - - . ..

./- ---.. ",- and,othee-student/fami,ly attributes, parents of-Mofe talehted high school
A. .. . . .7

graduates Contributed.mor4 toWard.eduCational.expehses. -.This was true.even'"
ft-

.

- 2

among families' with no expected conttibution (i..e.,,lowest income quarti6).
.

-- . . 1 ..A
_ , / :. ' ,.,

v Fourth, parental educatibnal attainment, presumidto tontftbute to house-
A

- A.

hold ta*tes for.and knowledge aboutoptions in postsecondary eduCationl. :

.

.

-.., . . 4
4

,
significantly influenCed the level of f;arentak contributions. An addttional

.
, .

. year of education was associated with about $38 more parental support.. Further,
l ,

/ 1 ,,,

a proxy measure for. the evailabilOpt of information on ;post. -high school train-
4

L
' '

1. -

1 .
6,

ing opportunities (median family income in the cemmuhliyrtenjed to increase
i -. ,

parekaf spending among low income families -- houteimids in'which parentil
. .

.,
'knowledge about the opportunities would,be limited' -

.
,

. .. . .

4mr
Fifth, parents of freshmen attending private four-year colleges provi %ded

.
,,

the largest increase, in contributions in response to similar increases.in

family inc9me and OT scores. Of particular interest, parents'of priVate

four-year college minority freshmen con tributed $240 more than similarly ..

situated parents of majority freshmen. V.

Finally,. while all financial aid taken together substituted-partly cor,..

morpaiental support; the ektgll the substitution differed acrosi,InCome

groups,:andamong types of aid. Overall, a $100 increase in aid reduced

parental support by an estimated $27% For low income families, onlY'$19 of-

. . IIIP
t. .

. , ., .

Parental support was replaced
N
by'the $100 increment in 'aid. In contrast,, P

$1,00 of added financial aid to freshmen from HIgh income families reduced

parental support by $45. MarlY%.di ences in the composition of the

aid package differently affected the level of parental support. 4n partiCuldr,
-1

comphred to their peers, larger amounts of grant and scholarship aid encouraged

43

;



..,

parefitar support only from low' income families: , Within liigher Anew! groupi,

1 , , - . P
f .

student torn aid substituted 1.ess,and term-time earnings.gubstituted more, foi-
t ) .- ,I.

the parental colltri.bution than:did all l aid taken . .together. However, College 'Work-.

f . 0

Study, earnings tended to ...susti tote for 'parental support

,

in about. the same measure
,. . ! c).., .; - ,

-,
%. as total aid. Hence., cOnsiderattoni, of the reduction in 'parental contributions

...;brought aboatt by earnings probably would'not apply to aid packages for needy .
4

students. /1. i )

41.
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TABLE A-1

Total Education Expenditures WI, Family InCome'Quartlie
and Institutiori Type and Control . I

. FAMILY INCOME

MEAN. I IJNOER

-

7_, ,6 ,OVER .

COUNT;I $ 7,500 $10,500 $15,000 1 Sim& Row

STD OEV / .

TOTAL

.
. 1 1 J '2 i : 3 IC, , 4 ., 1 .

DST 440E ft 1 I' I 1
"I.. 1,

,1 .1 149G,8 I 1950,88 1 1992..1.1hr..2122'.Z6 J. 2g2,9,35

PUBLIC OMAR- . I . 11,4.2P,I '- 1079 I' -1462, r 1863 Ic 5424

I 71-4$53 1 865,16 I =,728,0 I' -873,22-1 81'0,23

1 - ; vl I
,- 1 , 1

2 1. 153?,2 .1 1384s185' I 1364.50 I 1360,29 I. 1421,18

I 7.14 i
679 l! 930-%1 729 I 305,1

I 1,46,12. 1' 572,25 I. 632,47 I i 887,36,1 942,69
. _

0

PUBIJC*2-YEAR

PRIVATE 4-YEAR

.

PRIVATE 2-YEAR

PROFIT-MAKING

--- -

3 1 34i,74 1- -433,15 I.

, 450 71 510
I

1074,3e
I 4283,40 1

-- -- ; I

4 1 2441_,97 I. 2185,i8
I 39- I r
I 81, 10,87,72 I

I .

I -23.141. J 228 1,-62

144 I 150-1
I -

9jy,
r

"42
II 914,1I

6 I 072,141 1427151 1
159 1 , 92- I

I 112'4i8 939,84 I-.

----- 1

I 2i7Ij.1.9'A 1788,23
29. T ; 69

1315,§2 I73 41 t
-eI w

.

.k..,CCL1ON TOTAL 2005
,2465 26

1077,90

.

'3229.69 1 .3910.68.1 34501-33

714_ 44078 I 2651
`10.97.92 1368,71,/ .130401

I. "I

2431,62 I ,2836,87 I 2571,00
58- I 110 I 248

784:42 ,1855,2i,J.' 14191'74
-

2011.92 1 2598,33e-1 2i86,77
196- 105 r'

1066.47 I 1299.91 J 12,.711
I

1642,69 1

63 1

844,31 I

.145249.1
, 126 1

796,42 1

.1

491.

2030.41 I
40 1,

1176,57.1-

1522,96
r 441

2127,16 t; 2156,50
,39 1 177-,

3175,47.r, 1797150
1 1

f063..67 . 2499.12 *2169';92
i 3523 , 3983 12600

-i.24.76 -1452,96 1242,27



, 'TABLE A-2

Parental Contribution for Education Expenses-;y Family1-3/ Income Quartile
and Institution Type and Control

-

FAMILY -INCOME

MEAN f UNDER" kr,513q -

COUNT I $ 7.500 $10,50
4,TO- GEV 1

I ; /

thsT TYPE --,- v-'r ..........-4 ../
,I.

I. ,52.11?6 I '765,69 I
I llv ; 1082 I
I _5v:142 1 iheil-§3 r

.-:' ----- ....,:,c! 4 I

$10,500 - OVER
$154000 . $15,000

t-

(8914

TATAL.
4 -=.

.s

Puipc 4-ibstr'

PUBLIC 7.--YEAR

. 96'6.55 I 145444 I
t460 186ff r

708.42 I 923,90 ,1
-r . 1

r

I "III' I 65!;:2
I .* 77%14 1 ' -812V I,

1 1 Ti 4 i
- .

)..,2.1:71 424,0,2 I A60.36 I. _463,3'9 I
-1 -*..I :. I I

3 1 -. 53,48 I 953152 r 1349.1.0 I 2711,82 r 1719173
PRIVATE 4-YEAR I 450 I . 51.0 1 71.4 I .*.1.07B 1 265-1

I 560t78 I 863;00 -_I 1.014,04 I 1575,29 I 1485,1Z
-I . r- -;-.1 " -I -- I ..- I

4 I 545A6 I 972,34 1 '13158.88 1 201.9,5 I -1460,56-
.1 39 I. 42 -ii: 38 I -X10 I- 248.

1 .604,14 I 030,7V f 895.98 I 1020.16 I 1457,40/ 4.0.;,.. 1-................p.......- /;1
I 764,45 I 694,85 / 087,12.1 1517,41 I 915,-7s8
I - Ito r .1552 ,I 4 196 '..I :105 4 - 605 s

I 691"6 I 517,55 .1 1055,12s I '1355,49 I 973,.03`"
. ,-4,_:.......-/-------.-..I-_...----..-1-----__%.-1

6 I 62',4.9 .I 789428 1 ..-732.85 I '. 964.77 r 738,95 e

.

I 159 'I 92 1 126 ir) 63 I 441
I 54§,,7 I .635443,I 716.65 I. 1 _ge60 I ',247,62,

. ;1 -- - ";-'7 I . ' -? I.
. _

7 Il §.5.I125 I 53701 I 1182,24 I '958.56 1 .,- 916112
-I, 29 _,I 69 I 40 I 39- 1 V7.
Ii 54100 I 531,11 1 1171.62 I 1.189,51 1, 888,66

=1 I 2 t - iI I
iaLuvi TOTAL 56?,55 774,66 989.41 690,50 1003,10-

2120 '2632 - 3523 983
544,45 434,22' 790.14 7'.17 10122760,1.37'

t.i.

'1010i94.
542,7

827194,.

-457-10
A ,

PRIVATE 2 -YEAR'

= "3 PROFIT - MAKING

1

VOCAtIONAL

OTHER

t
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TABLE A -3
. -

.Student COntrlebutton for Education Expenses by Family Income Quartile
and inttitution Type and Control

/.
4

3 kt
_ -ri": -

i- MEAN I UNDER '''$ 4't $ 7,500 .. $10,500 -

COUNT / $ 7,560 '1%10,500 $15,000

,STO. os-v r
/ 1 r 2 r 3 1W(1 TYPE -.-Af. ..-/ . 2/ - 'I I

1 I 72,11t I .735,85-1 696.62 I

*PUBL I O' 4-YEAR ; 1.2" q , 1079 I 1.463 1

1 741.119 L 641,7,Z j -,T46.5.P,1
f

;#I - 7:, -- ..-4,9 I.' ''*Y

2 1. 481 44 T. 457,00 I . 400.83 I
I 71,3 I 679 I -930 .I
1 ..7ct;i45 I, 535,27,1 .557,63 1
1 ; - --; * .! I f

3 L 1.10?,1 I 1188,75 1 1154.35 I
I r 854 I 526 I 4 '714 1

I 1Z47145 I 1196,75 I _ 977,-69 #1

4 I ,j32e,. I 961125 I. 444,52 I
.
. PRIVATE 2-YEAR I

3?. I 19-42 L. 53 4'1

* .1 ~ \
;1

1 9315.4 I 1175,75 / 563.13 I

:5 V 941,46 I. 129,.83 1 997,45 I
'.PROFIT-MAKING I 149 I 158 I 196. I

I 831,1 4 I 1014,82 I ,* 953.99 I

..! -- .-. - ....1- 4 .-. 1 I

6 I 0,70,?,1 I . .427,77 I 655,65 1

VOCATIONAL: I 159 I ,92 I . 126 I

4/I .11419 I 555,35 I 72902.'4
;/........7....-_--1--..--...v-..! _ . i

7 1 941 2 40 I 539,76 I 536.36 11

I V. 1 69 / 43 1

I 77413 I . 535,26 I 651.73 I
;.:4 ': ......-I

ccOpu TOT I,, 714,31 , 771,09 .7Ni1.9
t I

240 2625
, a44..:7.0 . 84Z,25.. -809.67'

.

.

FAN ! LY I NC0hE I

Pte-1a 2-YEAR

- ICR IVATE_ 4-YEAR

s OVER

$15,000 ROW
TOTAL

OTHER

493
r*

4

I

I
5101-51 1
1,363 1.

63001
I

315,39 I
729 I

567,91 I-
., /

699172 I
10713

983.29 I
I

649,57 'I
1.1.3 1

796.24,1,
I

838,66 I

105 1

973,99 I

646,35
54-24

693889
. .

40511,76 Ar

3

594,78

972,53
264

1258,28

80664-
248

927,36

1232,28.
608.

:951,92

463,15 I
'63 I 444

735,73 I a45i
II f

712171 4 631,45
39 . I . 1774

841,79 I- . 692,78.
r

539,69 /677,416

3983 12596
763,6 .813,76-
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.. TABLE A-,4
.

Total Education-Expepditores 6y.Achfevement/Ability Gr
and-Institution Type and Control

. k .
-MEIN I . UNDER78QG -: 95O . OVER

COW' I. 800 :950 , T,100 -._ 1,100
STO CEV 1

1 I! I T 1 3 I. 4' I
/ -, ...lie I 1 -,---1 -

I -166!,0.3 I- /914,88 2062.14 1, 210,47 I 1989,79
I 1!6b i 1393 I : "1722 I 1352- I-, 6436

. I 8.4?,24 I 664,53 1.r. 888.98 t 844.46 1 82t44
...;./,.. :. --.:. . 1 ..1 1 , A "i 1

12 1 112;129 1 1447;68 I 4.3192.79 L /145,04 I 1411,22-

I' 2476 I 540 I 415 I 153 1 -3684

1 10.41,7.4 1. 5560.41'''519.78 1 42 tv I
r

- Mat
,,..*./.: - .-.7 . :.........1+=-.......,!: --- =........./ ' 1

3- I- 2971,85 L.--=\1297,58 1 348-4-.171,'3963,c86 1
-41 . .1. ?13. I '- 599 .,1,-, 789 I -. 91,§ I

I 1220,44 k 1357,0 1.1.189-.57 I .1222,17 I
_I= zi I 1_ - -i. -.1

4 1 249;A6 I 2861,4A 1, 2285.13 I '2797,70.1

I =57 I 8r-1'i 45 1 24 1

ir

SAT SCORE/

PRIVATE ' -YEAR

PRIVATE 2 -YEAA

PROFIT- MAKING

VOCATIONAL
c

3452,20,

3142 ,

1296;46

2588,23
ata

/ 1572,8 I /104,72 I. 1264.29 I 778,46 I. 1376,35.
;1 -- --

/.° 2154,46 I 2122,08 r 1839.81 I 2974,79 /

566 I 111 I '29 I 48 /

I
, 1e2its9 k natal I

-1 1

-6 I 1491,.55 I 1554,65. I
I

a4- I 71 I

I 91*,11 I 656i75 I
v..1 - : :. I *- IL ,

7 I . 2137 ;77. I 20364.06 I 2108.47 I 2218,48
.1 ;06- 1 52 I 2

I 222C,83 I 1015,05 I 894.71 I 118175
.7,I.'"}.=I - I -r

1854,126 21g30.1 '' 2332.30 2769,21
625.5 2953

, 3063 2516.

114°140 1079,83 1173.39 1377,18

543.37 I 1647,38-1
1

'1513.14 1718,54 1

4Z I 11 I

716e95 I 1241 97 I

I

I

I

/
494

21660_
75.5

1266,12

1506,24
565

882.51

2113,84-
195

1768,43

2158,59
15387

12.33187 y



410

hST TYPE.'

PUBLIC 4-YEAR.

3.

, Rst..g A45

Parental Contribution for 'Educa tion Expenses by Achievement/Ability Group
and Institution Type and Control

4

SAT SCORE

MEAN lI - UNDER 8001 -
COUNT I 800 950

STD OEv
I Z 2- I

. 550.- OVER

PUBLIC 2-YEAR

.PRIVATE 4-YEAR

PRIVATE 2-YEAR

L

PROFIT - BAKING

VooATIONAL

b:.

OTHER"

. . 0

1,100 .1,yoo

3 I

i / 883c39 I -1022,80 I 1119.01 I
'I 1?-612 I 1396 I 1722 I

' 01' 787,10 I 776,031 870:36. I

- -I -
I

2 f. 72y, s6 I 79(1,78 I 753.01'1
I r2!7(2 I 640 I - .415 I

I 487.A9 I 405,25 I 319.58 1-
'/ . : . I Q ..I I

I' 1327..2,9 I 1752,64 1 .4,6ja.Z4 1

I 538 1 599 I-' 789 I

I 125n2.1 I '1587,48 41 141.t.25 I

1--:..7. .. .:,-,./ ,, - ,

1

4 I ,150,?.,32 I 1530,52' ji 1344.31 I
I 157 I 87 / 45 I

,-7 I 10.5.,i6 I 1086, 95 :1 1123.36. I
. I =

1129114 I 620.69 I

111 I"- 29 I

t64,39 I 539.03 I

T 1 95M3
266 I

I r 1031,4 I
;14,-; . I

I 7.4n56 I

I 444 I

I 76,;.3:2 I
-/ -- -

1

6'62,19 I 991..25 I

71 I 40 I

471,aar 1228.75 I
4 . I-

7 I 1012,39 I 644,06 I 1643.43 I
I 1.06 I 52 I 23 I

1124.1 I 463,00 I 1002.39 I
-f- -4- I

61 1251.24
2956 3063

1011,45 .1064.43

coLioN TOTAL 885,15
6254

858,331

05:

/7--

Roy,

`TOTAL
-4

1141,36 I 1031,86
1352 I 6439

869,53 I 832122

II /
822.19 I. 73412?

153 I 3684
336:60 456,18

I

2087,39 I 1753,54-
916 I 3140

1603,41 I' 1424,48
I / 4.

1771,44 I 1518,98'
24 I 313

.1153,81 1 1383,62
I

1403.04
48 I

1992,87 I

1

663,26
1.1 1

398.19 I

610.21,
14 1.

388.72

1474,8,-
2518

1289,85,

992,38
755

1087480-

753,85
565

748485

961198
195

979,70

1106,17
15090:

1036,97



TABLE A-6 1

Student Contribution Edutation,EZpenses by Achievement /Ability Group
and InstitatZion Type and Control

0

If

...101

4
4.

3- SAT SCORE

-,
MEAN I UNDER 800 - ---150." - OVER

COUNT 1 800 950 1,100 ..1,100 '.,,

.-31---
5Tb OrV,1 -

1 ; 1 -2 "1 3 t -- I

INST TYPE' -I -- va\-=04- vg- -1 ,- -, I. '7 I

...1 I 642,51 i ..4'1.',76
I -597,54 f ' 63a,87 1

PUBLIC 4 -YEAR
. I 1!44 r r '1393' V' -722 I 1.352 I

I' 734,5.9:1 667,10'1 00.95A. 679:64-1
I . -I 'I' I ,PI . I
- _

2 1 4z4029 1. 478,97 r / 458.50.1 222,45 I
..,-- / . 2476 I 640 1 . 41.ki. I A 153. I

I _(.47.149 I 546,27.i . '593.521 ,299467 1

-J _I 4.. ..17 / - I

,- I 94F143'I 894,28 1 -9.68.53 V 963,24 I

I 0135 I 549 / 785 I 916 I

I 111,62 I 1161,93 I 1081.68 I' 1042-.81 I

;./ - .1 .. -w.t.. . / 1

4 I 722,41 I 1033,54 I 590,70 1 . 600,49 1
I 357 'I 87 1 r45 I .Z4 i

I 961, 82 1. 966,89 1 '-' 668..88 I .484..,'47 1

1 ...; ...1.
; q- ; I I

c 5 A 93.2,43 I 969,33 I '1296.84 I 1470.46 1
266 1 Iii 1 29 I 48 1
.

'PUBL1C.2-YEAR

.PRIVATE 4-YEAR

PROFIT-MAKING

VbCATtbNAL

/

.85,2,93 1..1041,27 I 1378.361t 1263,8Z I
r-I 7..1 , : -'., I .-' /41 I

$ I 572,74 I 645,21 1. . 398,27 j/ 1.?,32i62 1

I
.44.4 I 71 I. 43 I 11 I

I 85.,12 I 6Z3413,1 415.95 1 676.26 I

I. '-I m",; I g- 1 I

7 I : 58.0.188 1 5,031'30 i 254.52 1
23 'Ii 106 I 52 -I,

I 60,11 1 .722,80 L_
. -.:1 : - si 9 1

caLumii TOTAL- 0.121- 673,31
6,49 2953

79.3 415t53.

494

380.a3
I

675.33
3059
801-.39

1Row

TOTAL

62108,
. 6432
687,32 -

415,92
3684

594,79

947,IS
3136

1095,1 ,

78Z,16

910,23'

984c54
755

'94:41',77

577.21
. 565
8.2:7,34

653,91 I ' 6$0 r32
14 I, 195

630,044( 670+29I
7111488 5.

65848

858,12 816.74

_A



I

th8T TYPE

a

TABLE Alr7.
. -

Total Education' Expenditures by RAciallEthnic Group.
and Institutiori Type and Control ';.

MEAN f
COUNT I

STO-DEY I
I

'RACIAL/ETHHIC.GliOUP

WHITE BLACK

1 I . 2 I
vie

HISPAIA

-

*OTHER:

.. 4
I .. 1 - : i I.-- ...- . I

2301,99 I 1754,04 1 1727,98 I 2334,22 /
PUBLIC 4.-480: /. 15272 I 482 'I '123 I' 219 I

I a2M8 1 694,63 I 24.27 1 847.V 1

s r

PUBLrc 2-YEAR

PRIVATE 47YEAR...

PRIVATE 27:YEAR

PlIORIT-MAKING

-VOCATIONAL

V

OTHER"
4

I

I

I 3451.,19 I S281,47 I
r 2*22 .174 I

-126,2u69 t 1354,0 I

I 258!,69.I 2343,67 I

I Z97 I -6

si --I 4 - /.-
/38!,?5 I -1581,78-1 1282;62

3154 I ' 193, I -172
61d/13 1143,03' 1 628.39

.-. =71 = $

3167,52
34

996.20

.1460,59 I

I. "152 I

I 984.96J
I I
I. 8778128-r
I 124
I 1348,13 I

4 3053,25 I

1 I

1Z9d,d3 I 869/65 1 .0.00 I

y 17 I )rl

5 I 223i133 I 2021127 I 2887.15- I
638 I 77 i 17 I

I 1077.,8 I 939,34 I 1393.36 I

.1
I

-I

COLON TOTAL

1:52?,61
221 I

90ii1?8 I

ye!
2897,91 /

I

.18210,17 I

0I

13133
1204,85

1635,98.-I .1450.2,1
37 I 1 I

994,71 I 0.2V I

..;
2065134'1 1535,93 I

13 lb' 6 I
1488.j?1 I 923,33 I

I I

1'

_

TOTAL

1985,23
6.396'

823,72

1395,37'

724,19

.34.3p,52

412
129.6,66

I

2337,24 I 2579,36
8 "I 312

1019,11 I, 1373152
. I

2134,17 I 2191,66'
30 I 762,

1z72.44 I J.272,71
I

1422.56 I 15-13,-78

.23 564
663.76 I 9241584.
865,56,1 064,12

2 I 192'
'190,07 I /7754/3-

.1919,28 1651.91 '2185,72 2148,77
982 1353; - *I:5009

1127,97 .897.181299,02 1222-1.82

497



a

TABLE

,

Parental .Contribution for Education ExiSeilses by RaCial/Etinic- Group
r and "-Institution Type and Control

PRIVATE 2-YEA.R..

PiIOFIT-MAKING

s

RACIAL/ETHNIC GROUP_

' BLACK HISPANI;C, . OTHER -

I 2. I 3 ,4

I ''
611, 44 I '-,666.12 1' 543.0 I% 642,49

I 5,6. I '4' _482_ I _ 123 1-7, 219

- I 68? ,12 I '752.48 1 655.44. I ; 607,14
:1 R-.../.... r. ..! . . 1 .

. 2 I 404, 61 1 529,88 I :313.34 I 467e6,0
I 31:54 .1 193. I. ."4-4112 ! 4 Oa'
I 5"6S 4" I 070172-1 522.33 1 555,69

=/ 7 ..1 I _ Is___

3 1 944 .-3, I 884,74 I 596.67 1 1081,96 1

I 2 ?9E1. I 174 .1 33 I 104 1

I. 126f,?..8 t -1122,51 I .622.52 I 1700.56 I
, .

=1 "'; I -'-- ,-... - I I '1

'I 78 ?, 35 I 767,13 I .1.700.00 1 91.08 1
I 297 I 4 I 2. 1 8, 1

I 91.!,78 1 1234..94 1 0.47 1 -147.27 I
.-.1 ..

I
0

s'

Ow
TOTAL

.

I 620,15
6392

I ....686,36
I

I

I

I

5
I 9.8,3 I 1236.84 I 1406.47 1

21=2 I . 77 'I 17 41
97,.,?7 797.37 /

1

,23. I

I 83;035 1_

I 57r2,43 1

t 171 4
/ a54;76

82?,92

594143 I

.

881.39 1
_

I

599,76 I 450.22 I

37 I 14 1 1

725.74- I

32
881.59 &

278,59 1

25 I

637,41 I eao t 31.4.16 I

-.;Q

709,81 I 797.41 I 393,96

852t.78 I . 684.73 I , 525124
.. 1 - , 'I - '

705.66 485.37 656,32
982 353 5-,0,

'866,42 .41743 944,81
,--

493

"' 40953
3671

544,59_
J,

942_ :29

3108,
1088164

767,35
112

91547

969,77
..762

952,48

58-.7,38

544

I 192
I 672 v79

I

85:51:29:

1

655,31."
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TABJ.E A-9 ,

Student Contribution for Education Expenses -by Racial/Ethnic Group
and institution Type and Control;'

RACIAL /ETHNIC GROUP

MEAN
-COUNT tO!-I.TE BLACK HIS

STD _GET
r 1 2

1k§I TYPE -4 I

1 4 1375,.7 -3 I 627 ;64

I
5y75

I 482 I

I 83?:!6 I 616,39' f

I '751.,75 1 648,01'1
1° 3154 I, ". 193 /

151,24 I 497,95 I
.1 -

''PRIVATE ,3' I 1814;;
B071g5 1

I 1514:,55 ,p 632126
I

152x.,79
I .1060,96 I

I 497. 6 L
"139y,14 1' 7762-1

, .

OTMER

3_ i /

;
PUBLIC lir-YEAR

If

PUBLIC 2-YEAR

PRIVATE 2 -YEAR

PROFITIMAKING

VOCATIONAL

OTHER

650.84 I

123 I

7.1.2.37 I

559,,30 I

172 t

1011,59 t
119 I

661',16

875 1

J-

15
-401.86 I 3.61,76

- I-

5 / 104,,11 I 531421 I
I , 1 77 1
I 111,16 I '-425,31 I

6 I -744,4Z I 772128 i-
1 'Si -37- I

1 ..?5i:A4 I- -753,55 I'
/

1 981,23 J .702,83 I
I, 171 I -1.3 I

I 1014,42 728,82-1
-I , ; -IL

cOLdlif-N TOTAL' 1,152490 665,09
13136,- 982 .,

638;64'

499

I I.
946,55 I 1422.79- I.

33 I 124 I

740.00 I 1429,61 J
. I

714,00 I 1450,00
1. I -8 I

0.00 I 1410,19.1
- -I

359.96 I

-17 I

633.56 j

1024.00 I

I

0.27 I

I

1333,00 1
.

1323.78 I

- -1
/

25_.I
708,44:1

'338.31 1 538,53 1
6 1 2 j'

237.59-1 '567,16 '1
I

/

1011,.47 11014.50

353. , 540 . 15012
986.11- - 980,54 . 103414T

ROW
TOTAL

1024,87
4399

833 z81

733;49
-3471
A55.01-

-
.7;11:j.7

14%4,32

1514,50-

13B6r92

968,01 _

762
10;1444

750.93-

5,64

748,64

940153
i92

981:0
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,

TABLE A-10

.
Total Educatfon Expenditures by-Sex of Student

1/4. and Institution Type 'and Control
\%-.7 . .- .

..:' z-

STUDENT SEX

AEAN
I MALE FEMALE ROW

STO t7EV I TOTAL;
s I

'j ST TYPE 5?«,.7 =21 ;
I* I 2034;26 1 1.94148 r 2.98841I. 3496 3116; I. Ik 6463PUBLIC 4 -YEAR

860,69 I 769-176 L 822,93

2 I 1467,17 1 1350,03 I 1414,59'
PUBLIC 2-YEAR I. 2+64 / 1679 3742

I. 1077,73 1 624,72 I 904.77
-L-

3 1. 3507,97 3388 ,P9 I 3449-.46
PRIVATE 4-.-YEAR I 101. I , 1.;77 451

'13,24,67 r 1,267,92 I 1297,96..........
4' I 24)0..i11.3.1 I 2711,45 -1 2572.19

1-* 144 1 177 320PRIVATE 2-YEAR
I 1o8d149 1545,50 I 1365,83'

3 t 2262 180 I 2172 104 I 2196.00
PROFIT MAKING I - I 364. 766

I 944,42 I 1112,77 I 107144
. .. -- ----- -

ss.

6 1 1446,45 I 13751-72- I 152145
/ 332 I 5:71.949 I '925 03 I. 924,68
- ------- =--

7 1. 2374, "cg I 1887-162- I 2095.67
OTHER I , 8D 114 1 199

I ,,,?3,P,63 I "1.121,42 I ; 1758,63
ar1004 I

-COLUMN TOTAL 2191;12 2122,.32 2156,74.
7.44 . 7568 122129, .5.2 1.164,64' .;,2352:74

'5010



TABLE. /4-1I

Parental- Control but' for Education 'Expenses by Sex of Student
Sfid I nst-4-tuti enType -and-Corit-r01-----,

.

_WEAN
;01.0g/I

STQ 0EV 1

LAST TYPE.. w

,PUBLIC 4-YEAR

PUBLIC 2-YEAR

PRIVATE 4-YEAR

_le

PRIVATE 2-YEAR

PROFi T-MAX I HG

VOCATIONAL

OTHER'

Yx

_STUDENT SEX

HALE FEMALE.-- ROW

TOTAL
1 I 2

-

1 1 '-4-799-1,,42 1 1069,83 1- 029A1
1 . 3Z99 1 3166 I 6466
j 'S121§7 1 s43t-72 I 831.89

;/ -- ---

2 -I 72119e .751,48 L 735.19
I ,2.I0 I 1679 It._ 3742
I- 44,i3 471,94 457,53

- -

;
1826157 I 1748.32

I 121 I 1537 J.- 3151
146g,9 I- 1:517,29 I -149405'
-

7 I .-

1 1.287,0 I /674,43 I 1500.96
7.44 I 177 1 '

I 1061.143 IA 1558032.1 1371.93
... --

5 I 81?,13 I' 1653,87
ir '4z2 t 564
1 825.,.6 I 1159,35

6 I 724i61-1
I . 839 I

I 535),i4-0

7 1 014,6 I,. 9e8 64
I 8 1 114

I 1152,27 1-f 816,60
-- -- -I

779,63
, 332
8661'92

CCLU'N TOTAL 11164 115.01:66

704b '7868*
98145 1076;39

501'

I 991.38
1 766
I 1382.52

I-756.36
I 571
I 746.'42

I
I ;953;13
I c 199
1 974.10
I

1102,91
1521.5

1234,48

-.
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TABLE)-12
, .

St Went Contribution for Education Expenses by Sex of Student
--------end-institution Type-and Control . .

ees

/ STUDENT SEX/
..

BEAN
__

----:'
- --e,,...- 4 t:

COUNT / KALE- -natALE . ROW
8TO 0EV I i

- TPTAt. .`a
l, I - 3: 1. 2 I -

IhST TYPE *1
e ...! M Zr I

A SIL 1 1 6811?0 I .-57,88 1 . 622,87,
,

PUBLIC 4YEAR I 3492 -1 '3166.. I 6459.

I 717;#1,5" I- 64709 I 687,22 , A. '
; _ ; I

2 I .431,8t I' 97,04 I 415.65
I 2464 I, Z6,9., I _.....3.2,42
/ 549,19.I' .597.5---I 593.7f3.

I ri-P44!,4 I 1 8413,04 / 947.30
.

.1 101. I 1533 .tJ Zi47
.

4',I 108 '122 I 1094.+ 23 I i1093.72
6 / 4. 1 ;. ... I, 1 c., '

I 72;11.. I. 798,40 I 763.84 ..

I 144- I 177 c ,/ -=. 320
I 84y, 62 I', -9419,81 T 1 905,.69

=II. r 71' I
5 I. 3.312.41 I., 872,04 I' 487.72

I. "2
I -564 1 766

I. 1i6i112,4 832,0c 1 950;79
.:./...---_-.0.1. : I ..

6. 1 552,11 I 627,91 I 584.53
I -239 $ 0 332 I. ,572. ..
/ 49-33#1, .1.. .74-^, 95 I 826.945
/ -- : -- ---.21

I

7 I. 636145 I 556,76 I 591,53
I . 8D -d 114 L 199
I 67,46 I 66.3,1a L. 66.7.93

"E ..01 ./
,CCLUNN TOTAL 704,26 '- 612,19 6 .45

. 404a 7 7564 15204 :
836,17 7-92 i 28 81603.

. 502
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C.

Means :,for, Selected Var I ablek
PartIt 'tined Groups

3 _

elistIc ties : Percent Change- In. Parental -1
-Contributions InduCed by a One Percent=
Change kin -Selected Variables

c

.1 I

/



J

Variable .

C

Case Counts

A

TABLE B-F

Heanrfor Selected Variables Within Part4tioned Groups t

(Standard devlatidns in-parentheses below CalcUlated means)

...ars. -

TOTAL

11,758

FAMILY INCOME

4 I Low Middle . .High-
.

1,497, 2,2E6 1,045

PartitFon

Public 4

1,912

INSTITUTION SECTOR'

Public 2

1,092

Private 4.

979

P
.

6
.1(

,st

AYk

4Xk

- EDk

Yc

Yk

505

t 1,086 569 904
(1,028Y (538) (739)

609 982 640
(888) (997)4-- (886)

3,900. -1,427 3125
c(3,986) (1,851) (1,858)

818 . 700 816,

-(302) (297) '(294)

.87 .90

z

1,688

(1,320)

*IC5)
, .

8,408
(2,016 -)

895-

.94

-52 .44 so53

12.96 11.15 12.50
(2:88) (2.54) (2.38)

13i473 11,932 13,031

(4,421) (2098 (3,996)

'a.
13,733 . 4,957 11,204.

(7,284.) (1,817)° (2,028)

I

14.69

(3.14r-
.

15,462

(44930)

22,646.

(4,043)

1-,018
(8i4)

- 528
(694)

4,043
(3,986)

857
(261)

.87

.721

(458)

309.
(574)

3,312
(3,930)

.* 642
(273)

.81

. .52. - .57 -It-r.

13.13

(2.84)

-13,861

7,242)

12.36..
(2.601

(3,922).

.12,231
(6,640)

1,777
(1,507):

-1,173

(1;226)."

4,723
(4,066)

. 962 _

(259)

.89'

13.89

(3.15)

14,369
(5,122)

15,408
(7,686)

50G
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TAB/E.E B -2

cities: Pirent Change in Parental Contributions,
Induce a One:.Percent Change in Selecyd Variables

#

Partition

v

FAMILY INCOME INSTITUTION SECTOA

I.

Low Middle High, Putzlic 4 Public 2 Privatf

-.16 -.09' ,-41 -.08

_48 .14 :27 .45 .24 .13 .

.42 .,33 - .60 , 43

.44 .25 45- .39

.07. .12 -- .17

.97

4

-r

.34

.29

;28

.17

.50 .96 1.22 .83 - .47 1.10

a
Elasticities calculated at mean vajues of relevant variables. Specifically;

ah,k x (.1 1x zh,k)

ch,k"'
PCk

V.

.__-Eh %k =
calculated elasticity of variable h for the kth type

,..

.

..

partiiion
.

i ihk = estimated regression coefficient for variable h for the k
pdrtition

211p
= mean value of variable

V
h for the Oh partition (from

Table 8-11

= mean parental contribufain for.pe kth paCt?tion (from

Table p-i)

Where regression coefficie insignificant, no elasticities are computed.
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TABLE

Zero-Order-Correlation 'Matrix r All Student

1,k

-.29

.11

-.14

AYk SAT lc(

.1.00

.22 1.00

.27 .23 1.00

.08 :66 .b5 1.00''

.44 .27 ..03*

.18 .09 .05

51 p
;

t,00 .

r
C.

1.06-



TABLE C-2 "

'Ztro-n'c Order CorrelationNatrix - Low Income

, ED
k

Y

pow

ZALk

,I:00

AYk

2

SATk
r

s.

k xk
.

-.15 1.00

.20 .23 4.00

-.11 .35 .32 - 1.00

-.04 .06 .06 .05

:06 .11 .20 .16

..,

-.04/; - /-10 .15 - .13

51,

1.00

.05 1.00

.
.07 .17 1.00
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Zero-kifder Correlation Matrix ...Middle Income

TABL& C -3

/
1 AYk

FPsi,k a
1.00.

6

AYk
.

1.00

SATk .22 .04

_Rk.

-.06 .03

ED
k

t

.02

Yc- ' -.04 .13.

C

SATk

1.00

F

"47
11(

.

.18,

.02

.16

.o6

1.00.

.01

.11

c

.01

1.00

1..00

.06

1.00

.14 1.00

It
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kS
EAI,k

Ayk

SAT
k

A,,/
`4.

TABLE C-4

ero-Order Correlation Matrix - High Income

4

SA i,k
AY ,SATk

r.00

; 1.00

.10 . 0 1

Rk
-.G .02

. Ole

X
k

. .08 -.03

ED, -.01 .00
ft

Ye

AFL

-.02. .07

: t
100

.06 1.00

ob.

.06 , 1.00.

4

.23 4.06 - 1.00

0.1

.19 .02: - .03 .15

13

-

1.00
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TABLED-1 .

_
.

Hod-Lineir Effects in the Parental 6htributign Equations
a-

4141derIIned coefficient significant at .05 level; standard errors are in parentheses)

EXPLANATORY
VARIABLES

Total. Aid

4*

Avaflabie 'Income

4

SAT Score

6

. Racial/Ethnic Group

Student Sex

Parental Education

Community Income
.

'Constant

R2

EA1,k

PC

(1.1)

z

.0EPENDHT VARIABLE

PC
k

PC
k

PC
k

PCk

,(1.2), (1.3), (1.4) *11.5)

-.2746 -,2895 -.276 1 -.2752
(.0096) 1.0095) . (.0097) (.0096)

'AYk 0769 ..0764 .0762 .,,-,,0772

(.0020 (.00/4) GUM) -(.0024)

(Ayk)2 zga
(.0025)

,SAT
k

.5508 .5939 .5450 .5502 .

(7D2bb) . 1,0286) (.02db) (.0289)

(SATk) - 3.640
(.1826)

-. Rk -142.6 --20.3p -135.8

(25.68) (1-5:22) (13733)

-

-137.3 -143.1

(25.63) (25.68)
4-

146.3 -131.9 -151.3 15.% -14
(16.10) S16.00) (16.09) 11 .08) 1 .10

EDk 37.26 38.42 36 :30 37:.53

(3.18) (3.14) (3.1g5) (1.181

146.1

(11.43)

.0105 .0105 d0103 -7.0103
(:0019) -CUM) ,-HYM (.0019) ,.

80.22 . -39.07 ,..- 27046

z

.28 :i9 .27 .28

(664.24) (689.21) (670.54). (669.45)

.0029

(.0006L
. -

310.0 158r.8.-

4.

aAlI squared terms in (100); except (Elik)2, which is in (10)g..

t

4

.ze,

(663.91)

__ _



;OAPTER IX -

IHE EFFICACY OF'STUDENT FINANCIAL, AID FQR PUBLIC POLICY

0-
At theilafor Federal short-run policy instrument for ementing national

postseandary educatito goals, student financial aid has generbted mucll
.

. controversy. Its efficacy has been both totted and Minimized, although

only conflicting, often sketchy evidence can be_tharshalled"to support

eJther Vied.

- - ,.
4_ :-

<

The purpose of this study is to improve the understanding of the linkages

A . "- _s,,,,, .

among_studeqt aid, institutional decision making, add family-exPendituri4ecislons.
. _

Two specific pctlicy-i-elated.quettjons are considered. Fii-st, had Is financial
AA

JIL',

_
-.said packaged to stedents? What student./ family, and/or institutional factors

. appeaina influence the amount and composition of the flnancial aid'package? _

. _...-
...

Secord, what is be effect of fin5hcial aid on actual ,perental contributions for

t. .

-

.

educatioffes.cosits? Even limited answers to.-giresttons extend aVailiicle 4

,v, A
%A/

7

information and permit 'an evaluation of the effects of-student assistance
..,

.
.

. . . .

efforts.' 3eher, the methods and findingsof this study Can serZie to guide
. ,

. . .

future reseArch:,
- c-.

The issues rela ted to the packaging and receipt of student financial

( a4ssist4nbe probed using the National Longitudjnal Study of the High School
- .

. IP, ,' . _,.. ,
% Class of.1972. The ?CS-is one of the most recent and detailed national pro-

. .
o ,

4

babliity'samples available. To penult) the study of institutional effects, each'

.

.o. student's

revenues,

attended/I

anti instil
,

recorddoOtainsmeasures of median 6inily income; median SAT score,
, .

and student_aid funds'at postsecondary institutions considered and/or

compilation.of ingt)tutFonal data and the_merging of the student
r_

l'files represent' a major product,of this'project -- one that
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en hances the potential ui'esof the NI.S.file fbr a wide_uarietif of-researc

,

pu rposes.

The Role of Student Financial Aid

--The gresumed influences on the packaging of financial aid_ and the parental

_ ,_:(,... .

contribution for educational expenses are deduced from broader framework 43r-

_Institutional and household cleat:ion-making:

FoLlOwing an analytical framework based on the economi theory of the firm;
!

a moderof institutional behavior is developed In Chapter.il in which polt-

secondary dnstItutIons are presumed to attempt to maximize their own and

In the model, studeht aid offers and awards are used
ftlia _

national objectives,

to\attract potential students with attrifibtes that would enhance these.oh-
.

es. Offers an d awards are made subject to financial and.enroqment con-jet

straints.

in.the conceptual framework for analyzing family spending behavior, pre-'

sented in Chapter VII, family outlays for postsecondary education Are presumed
s.-

to be viewed by the fain), as an investment and are hypothesized to depend

on the attractiveness of the-invistment to the parents and student. Factors

which affect tice attractiveness of dip tnyestment include, imoniothers,

student ability and parental education attainment. Just s importa are

characteristics which indicate the capacity of the parents am( student to

contribute toward educational costs, much as family income; student'ihcome,

family size, and student assistance;

Major Findipgs and Policy lmolica0ons

The empirical result's suggest the nature aid extent of student aid t.

effects on_several pre;umed_nationai-goals.
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_The FackagIndof Student Jinancial Aid

_ Several interesting and useful, results emerge from the examination of,-he

ckaging of student aid for. entering fullTtime7freihmen in 1972-73. .First,
..,

i i,
financial aid pac)cages reflect at least the limited carrmitmen -on the .pact of

--

student aid &ears .Federal, state, local, instituiforiii, nd private to
,

,----, I. -,
equal educational opporturtiti.

.

Based on data supplied by 1972-73 eTnieringi-
.7 V

full-time freshmen in the HLS, family incoMe and minority status strongly'
, f ,

Influenced the amount and type of aid received. notably, aid from Federef-pro=k-
,?

_ .

C_grams tended to be more targeted on lower income and minority Students than

atd from other programs.

To illustrate, freshmen from fiikilieSwtth intones ten Oercent less. than

averagreceived 18 pereni morefihancial aid dollars and 22 percent larger

grant and-scholarship awards. These same studentS reported a 20 per6ent.

larger Federal aid component with a 35 percent greater Educational Opportuotti,
.

Grant. Similar results emerged for minority freshmen (Chapter VI, Tables2, 5,

II,and 124. 'Since 60 peitent of all Federally -aided freshmen also received

non-Federal aid, these findings suggest the potential effect of federal aid In

attracting non-Fideral,student aid funds to the Federally targetted student.
.

If true, Fdder aid programs may carry a "multiplier",effect w hich is ndt

apparent With viewing distributions of.Federal aid alode.

Further, observed differences in.targeting aid .across institutional

sectors suggests therd is potential for improving price efficiency in higher

education,through student aid. Alttugh aid within each testor favored

lower Income students, fidancialeld to freshmen at private four-year

colleges was more sensitive to differences to family nct;me than was al

received by public college students (Chapter Vi, Tables 3 and 4). Even
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76. A';

greater targeting of student hid in the public sector would not only partly
.7r 4

increase Price efficiency; it would_also foster equal educationalppportunity

goals.

Second? an implicit goal o qualchoice,among postsecondary education

options app)are4 to be fostered in 1972779. From the analysis of aid packages,

student costs of attendance emerged as ail important determinant of the amount
. . -4

and composition of aid received. Notailly, the amoants of stadeht aid received
....

Mei

by freemen at public. too-year_colieges were responsive to variations in stu-

dent

_---
-

-costs,(Chapter7VI, Tables 2 and k). Simply, many two -year freshmen
.

* 4
could,not meet greater cost* withdu<additional.support:

This ftnding suggests that th,e half cost limitation in the gurgeoning

-%.

Basic Grant program, which applies almost exclusively to these students,

may paradoxically be limiting aid tO.those whose packages, by necessity, must

be most responsive -to variat4 in costs. To-be more sensitive to these

differences, the half cost provision should be eliminated from the Basic

Grant award calculation. For those concerned with the possibility of a

-Mac Grant award meeting the entire costs of attendance, two alternatives

offer a more equitable compromise. Awards could -be limited to three-fourths

of cost ore better still, to costs minus souse (4e fixed dollar self-help ")

'component.

Third, all financial aid tends to favor more talented high school

graduates and, therefore, to provide a limited encouragement to iheirpoit-,,

secondary education enrollments. From the NLS data, a student with SAT-
.

. .

scores ten percent above theaverage recorded a 9 percent larger than is'ier:

age amount of gifeaLd than average whAle receiving 4 percent less than the

'_average terms -time earnings (Chapter VI, Tables 5_and 6). Notably, Federal
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7

aid'wts weakly associated with student achievement/ability (Chapter VI, Table 11

_Nevertheless, the packaging df aid from all sources tended to favor the more

iaiented students (Chapter IV, Table 2; Chapter VI, Table 2) This finding
4

. /

suggests that a Federal merit-based_. aid.program may not be necessary, since

the potential recipientS are being served, in part, through non-Federal aid

Sources.,
,

. As important, at least in 1972-73, the use of,merit awards to attract

freshmen across broadly similay/institution groups was not evident.' Highly

selective institutions tended to reward the talented high school seniors_

with relatiVely more aid and relatively larger grant and_scholaes5ip awards

than less selective institutions, but the differences were not very great,'I
Moreover, highly'and moderately selective four-year institutions appeared

' 1

to package gift aid similarly (Chapter VI, Tables-2, 4, 5, 8)..

A finding-of interest, the institutional commitment of resources to

a
- student aid exhibited a weak effect on the packaging of aid (Chapter IV,

Table 10; Chapter VI, Table 2). Surprisingly, even within two Federal campus-

based aid programs (EOG and CWS) which specifically call for

matching, the size of the awards were marginally infldenced by the level of

institution mainanence of effort funds (Chapter'IV, Tables 11_, 12, and 13;

Chapter VI, tables Ikand 13). Apparently, the matching fund requirements

were-so modest and/or campus -based Federal aid accounted for such a small

shire of available student aid resources that the influence of the level

institutional funds on packaging was 'negligible. -1

2. The Effetts of Studen A on Parental tontributk3zs
.----

. _

..
1, I,

From

'

,_-...,

thiteiamination of the effects of student ail on paii-nfal support,
.

. ,41- . ,

, a number of rest is should be noted. .

4
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First, student aidLsubstitutes, but only partly, for parental spending.

In this sense, the aid is not pprely redistributiviiit has. important allocation!
4.

I __.

A

effects as well. Significantly, financial aid substituted least for parental,_
. 41i"---r-. t,

/

contributions from low income and minority families (chapter VIII, Filuris I and 3)

-Sipcond, the extent of the substitution for par, ir support differed among
---

-

types of aid. Holding total aid fixed, an increase in the grant and:scholarship

.

aid component.induced a smaller substitution for parental support only among
--5-_-"--)

i
low Income families. Within higher income groups, student loan alt!!!!!5tuted

. .

lesi, and term -tithe earnings more, for the parent contribution than 'did all aid
,

(Chapter VIII, Table 7).

Taken together, these results suggest an ' ti pacakgr -strategy

of more total a14 composed of relativC reater amounts of j-Itt,ald to low
C

income and minority students and lesi total aid, with relatively greater

amounts,of loan aid, to higher income students._ Such a strategy would tend ;

to min4mizi the substitution of financial aid for parental contributions.

-

The empirical tests of_the par.ental contribution function led to other

conclusions. 1) Parents of minority and female as well as'talended freshmen

tended to contribute more toward educatidnal menses (Chapter4111, Table 5).

in part, the former results could reflect a perception of the improvin91),

employment prospects for minority and female-college graduates, perhaps due ,

to affirmative action initiatives (Chapter Vill,.Jable5). 2) Parental knowledge

about postsecondary education alternatives; as measured by the educational attain=

:

went of the parents significantly influenced the level parental support (Chapter,

Nil, Table 5). Since low income families are likely to be headed-by pirents with

- ,

liinited knowledgejeducational attainment), addlOonal, disproportionate
. .

" . ,, . / la

financial inducements may be required to promote equailty of.access and choice,
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Not only counseling programs at high schools, but also additional financial

1X-7

via student ald_in the sort run -- will be necessary to overcome

the information and education gap within these households.

Concluding- Note

r*

. ,

The results-of this study, and the Implications for Federal student

assistance efforts, must- e'vieWed with some care and caution. n any
._S:

.,-
undertaking of this na re, data limitations temper the strength of the

--...

conclusions. Two limit, tions should be noted. First, somewhat sever

reporting and missing data problems required manipulation&of the
7-
survey

responses and a re-weighting of the subsample. By themselves, 'hewed--
.

justments>do noeGrrect forthe gaps and errors. Rather, the reflect a
. 7 ,

. /
best judgement In attempting to compensate for the biases whi could

.result. Second, the student data refer primarily 'to the pre-BEOG'academic

year of 1972-73. Available student aid; partIculaely Fideral aid, has
t. .

mushroomed since that year. Office of Education need-based grant aid alone

increased nearly 800 perdeilt in the intervening four years. These are

not marginal 'changes. Hence, the'direcf application of the study results

to current conditions will-be limited.

Still, the more basic result is riot altered. Student aid does affect

institutional and family decision makIng-rn several key ways. To the-ex -

A
tent that the study methods and results help to illuminate these effects,

the promise and limits of'student aid in achieving equal education

opportunity and other natiocial goals will be better understood.
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LIST OF VARIABLES AND DATA' SOURCES
e

. .

Financial Aid Variables

Ai ,k ith type of finahaal aid offered and awarded to individual studetat k
-(OILS First Follow,-Up,s question 47) .

firlik ".RECEIPT = receipt of aid:

1 = any aid (thin-zero amountsif;.et leas_t one of lines
2; 3, 7 through 25(28, 29, or 30).

.0 = no _aid

A23k = TOTALAID ...dollar amount of all financial aid' received
(tines 2 plus plus lines 7 .through 14 or line 28, lus
Tines 15 througp 20 or.line-29; plus- `lines 21 thiough

line 30). '
A3 k.= GRANT = dollar amount of van.t _and s ip.oholarsh.4d. Sum of

.all grant and sclolarshipfunds received from sPeci.fic pro-
,

_ grams. (lines 7 through 14, or;iline 28).

70.

A4,k WORK dollar,amount of earnings reported from Job held during
school year (suni, of lines 2 and 3)..

A5_ k 01 LOAN .. dollaramount of proceeds from all laps used to meet
'educational expenses (sum of Lines 15 through 20, or line 29).

A6,k 111 BENEFIT dollar amount of funds received from Federal add
State income transfer programs, including VA, Social Security
and Welfare benefits (sum-of lines 21 through 25, or line 30).

.
A7,k FEDAID = dollar amount of Federal aid (sum of lines I, 7,

. 8, 10, 11, 12, 15, 16,-18, 19, 20, and AC.)fic

A8,k FEDGRT = dollar amount of all' rant and scholarship aidreported
from -Federal sources. Includes SEOG (BEOG), ROTC, Nursing,

'or Health' Professions scholarships) (sum of lines 7, 8, 10, 11,
and 12).

A9 ,k 01 FEDWRK = dollar amount of 'earnings from Federal College Work-
'. Study programs Iline 2). .

Ato;k FEDLOAR 11 dollar amount of proceeds from Federal loan prograMs.
Includes FISL and, State loans, NDSL, Nursing ealth Professions

"loans q (sum. of lines 15, 16, 18,_19, and '20).
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All,k PACKAGE comppsItion of financial ,aid package {compares

A3:11 through A6,k).

0 = no aid 0'

1_ .5.-grant *only/i(only A3,k >

2 work only (Only A4,tc > 0)

.0
3 = loan only (only A9,k,> 0).

It is benefits .only (only A-Ck > 0)

,. _. /
5 7.= grant and work fonly A3,1( > 0 and Azi,k > 07

'.,.

6 I:I....grant and loan' (only A3,k > 0 and. A5,kI. >0)
-,,,-

7 grant and enefits (only A3,k > 9and A6_,k > 0)

8 = work and (only A47:k > 0 and A5,k > 0) -;.

It
_.-- 9, 81 'work .anabbenefrit's (only A4,1i# > 0 and Abtk)-..

10 i loan and benefits (only ,A5,k > and A6,k > 0)

11 = -grant, work, and loans '(oniy A3,k 414,k
A

12 - grant, work, and benefits
A I a n d

.

A 6(only

13 18 grant, loan, and benefits
(only A3,k > 0, A5,k > 0, tnd A6,k >.0).

14 is. work;-loan,,and benefits
(only A4,k > 0, A5,k ,> 0, and A6,k > 0)

.

15 81 all types

(A3,k
>/..0, Aft*,k >,0, A5,,k > 0, and A6,k > 0)

Al2,k AIDSOURCE= source of aid:

0 =) no. aid ,

1 = Federal aid only
(A7,k Is ton-zero and equal to Ai.k).

. 7

2 1.1 feCieral and'non-Federal aid
(A7.,k Is non-iero and less than A2 k)

18 non-Federal aid only

.

-(A7,k is zero dad )1/2,k is non-zero).

-7a

and A51-k' 3 0)



A-3

. 0
.

A = LOG = dollar amount of Educational Opportunity Grant (
-'13°C is line 8).:' .

. . . r17

\. ith tYpe of financial aid offered by the institution alternatIve-h
--- to individual student k (NLS First Follow -Up, questions .82 to 84).

tint _

RECEIPT = receipt of` offer

1 = any offer (for instjultioh alternatIve04-.
a non -zero atount-for any item in 82d,
83d, and 84d) .

.- %

0 = no aid ';

-AO
2,h,k

TOTALAID dollar amoun -of all financial aid
offered (for institution alteinatives, the:tum
of amounts'for all item In 82d, 83d, and44d)..

A03,h,k
= GRANT = dollartamount oflrant and_s cholarship-

aid -offered by institution ti(for'institution,
Alternatives, "the amount reportid In "scholarship .

item in 82d, 83d, and 8.4d).

AOt = WORK = 'dollar amount of,term-titre work- aid offered,:
''"'' by Institution b (for institution alternatives,.-

the amount" reported in the "promised job" item
I n ti2d,-83d, and 84d).-,' V

, ._.,.-

AO = LOAN = dollar amount of loan ald.offfered by
5,h,k

institution h (for institunon:alternativesi the
-amount reported in the "loan" .hear In $2d,. 83d, :

and 84d). . -.

m

*



C`

- familY/Stuaent Variables ,

. s°.

A 11 parents' indomel as reported by student in 13SYRQ89". income is taken .-

to be mid-point of interval. Incomes are deflated t0'1972 dollars
by 1U for those providing Income data in the all of 1.03 on the

"-"-1=-. Fontn't Folgiow-Up (see' U.S:,, Department' of Cont&ce*1-974)).
. ' .) % ,.:-

.
. .

.
'fk a-parents' income quartile, established by responses to,BSYRQ89.

9 9
-...

- ,

t

111" Lets than $7,500

$7,500 to $10,500.

'$10,500 tok.$15,000

'4 a over $15,000
4.

'
21 median community income; included as Interval e,s'timate

.

on the IlLS
, ---

Master File. 'Point estimates% are taken as pild,poitits-of- Intervals.
. .

4

-e

i g e n 'comuni ty family income qliarti le,

I

. .

4. Le-is than $7,500

2 a. V,500 to.$10,500

3 'z' -:18',500rtc$15,000

4. a over $15,000

SATk a student academic achievement /ability, measu by SAT-equivalent
. ,test scores: Wilere no SAT score is present, SAT-equivalent of

'ACT score (from Chase andBarritt (1966)) pr NLS Test Book Scores
(from R. Jackson (1976)). is

..

SATkic; aotlieveme.rit/ability quarti-les,adeverloped from. Radner and
er f (1976) and/ Froomkin (1975):

1 ,a Less than 800

2 a 800, to 950-

3 a 950. to 1100

4 a- over 1100

r

a

Rk = racial/et:10'e group, as reported by responderits inTILS survey
A:o - .

. 1 4a Amecrcan Indian

f2 a Black -,

3 ;mt. /lexical) American-

Puerto` Moan
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. 2

A=5"/

-Claw' Latin- ..

= As'ian American

White

8 oth6-,

Rksc.,condensed raciiiiethnicridentificationfF-
,

White

2 a Black

Other

= student sex

4t Male

a -"Female'
.

(TCk-FCC} = NEED = Unmet need, defined as total costs of attendance_ ._.

TCk less egRected farbi-ly contribution, Ftio-cad#tralned to
.

be greater than zero. _ _, _

. , .,

. TCk = total cost ts of attendance, including stated tuition and fees room

,,- rises.and board! transportation, books and supilies,,add miscellaneous expe

'FC' = expected family contribution, as simulated from CSS geed analysis
methodology. Sum of expected parents contribytT6 (PCO :Plus

'student contribution ($400 from Freshman men, $300 'from Freshman
women).

-4kyk = avai4ab.* income, as imuiated from CSS need analysis-
4

metl dology. Respons toBSYRQ93, using income interval mid-points.
s 10_percent of {assets are available as income "supplement."

Net worth-estimated ati $1,000Aprevery $1000 of-income. Deduct

)
. family size offets (CSS 41971,),0Y5.4),,and Federal tax aCcozding,

to BSYRQ85A.. DeduCt $600 per "other"- dependent,, using response . 4t.
..

--,!" ._!'
to B$YRQ856 . . ,

,

.
.

- . .

.

PCk = actual parental contributio764'from FF1A47; tine 4 increased in

the athbunt-of'$80 per month td reflect in -kind parental support 4.

for room and'board, if these cdsts'are not reported by_thp student.

Ntc,=-siblingt dependent on,parents.or guardian, BSYRQ85A.

oc = siblingsenrolled.:college, BSYRQ87:4

_

I t

/Z.
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educational attainment of parents In yews (Atainment of tiother

or female guardian used If ed ti-on of father.ormile guardian

not present). Response to FFUQ converted to yeari as followsi

Years of Education

10

12

13

e.

C



itistitutlon Variablet

A-7

ITYP_1 lestittition tyPt and control. An 'augmented institutional classification
seheme, tapping the HED,. Carnegie, Tripartite,'and HLS coding.

Ys

Public Universi:ty (HED) t.

2 Public Four Year-I (HED + Carnegie LE 22)

Public Four Year 11 (HED + Carnegie Gr

4 = Pub' 1c Two Year (HED)

5_ =./Priv-ate, Univirsity: : (MED)

6 Private' Four Year I

7 = Private Four Year 11

8 IR Private Twc.; Year

9 a. Profit- flaking

10 et Vocational

ti'x ether

4C .;

(HED + Carnegie LE 22)

(HED + Carnegie GT 22i

(HED)

(Tripartite)

(Tripartite)

'(Tripartitei*
i-

_,median adjusted gross family income of undergraduate sucight's
inttjtutiorr attended. Calculated from 1973-74 data supplied by the
Institution on the Tripartite application (USOE (1972)), Section
Part A. The mid-point ofeach -income interval was used as a point
estimate, Weighted by actual iiniergraduate.enrollments In each
interval (part-time students are counted as, one-third of a full-
time enrollment). The retulting Incomeestimate is deflatid to

f1972-dollars by In (see U.S. Dfpartrnent of Comerce (1974)).

Ys,ti X median institution 6mily income quartile.

4

Less than $7,500

2 x -$7,500 to $10,500

3 $10,500 to $15,000

's. .
ft'SATs median student academic achievementiabriitymf undergraduate students

. .
:tautttiatihe Institution attended,a)4trndmeeadsluaresdrbeypasktATe.eqd tuoivaACLbty tpeossttssecocoinetry..iyhinesrtei-

K . no SAT =ore is available, SAT equivalent of ACT score (fron Chase
and Barritt (1966))-14 calculattd.

Air ,

Strs,q si
.

median institut i on. achi evement/abi 1 I ty quartiles developed
from Radner and Mille-r-(1-975) and Froomicio 0975).:
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I 'it Less than 800 or no score

2 = 800 to 950

3 = 950 to 1100

, 4 = over'II00

a.

= Institution racialIetftntc scoup, from HED (LACES (1,974b)).-.-

I " predominantly white

2 at prOominantly Black

Xh = institution' sex, from HED (}ICES (1974b)).

1 'it

2 = kimen.?'

3, sit coed
a.

iNiT = Total resources allocated for instructional purposss,:per-weighted

Total resources taken from REGIS, (ICES (1974c)),-Part A, ,

Secti
u

,onI, itemsA, B, C, and D.: . .

,
TF, = Stated tultion and fees per weighted FTE, from HED. ORCES=(1974b)):

Where institution-reported tuition and fees are not present, student

response to FFUQ46SA, converted to 9 month basis, is

C = Federal, State, and local govermmenr.Subsidy per weighted FTE.

Total amount of subsidy from HEGIS (LACES {1974c)). Part A,

Sect ion 1, 4tera B.

.

I = Endowment income per weighted FTE. Total amount of income from

HEq)4 (NOES (1974c)), Part A, Section 1, item C.
,

P = Private gifts and bequests per weighted FTE._ Tofar amount of

dollars from:HEG1S (LACES (1974c)), Part A, Section, I, item D.

la total student aid budget for the ith,type of ftnancia ald, per

.weigbted*FTE.
A'.

St =;DISCFUND = institutional discretionary student aid-falfds per

weighted .FTE. Total amount of funds- taken from-Tripartite
application (USOE (1972)), Section 1, iteat26 or 29.. institution-

4reported "maintenance of effort" funds are used. These. do

noillinclude any aid not controlled.by the institution, such as
'stairscholarships, Social Security,andVA payments, and the

Federal share of CWS and NDSL disbursements. For institutions

which did not participate in the Federal CWS-or EOGprograms,
DISCFUND is the sum of student aid grant expenditures from

HEGIS (LACES (1974c)), SectiOn II) plus the institutions,

share- of NOSL disburse (USOE (1972)).

p 522
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IS_Sin FUN D la 1972-73 institutional gross compensation to students

__per weighted FTE. Amount of funds taken from institution's

Tripartite application (USOE (1572)), Section ill, Part B,

Item 57b.

A-9

=

3
IIDSLFUHD II 1572'73 approved level of Hal. lending per weighted

FTE.-,AmoUnt of funds taken from institution's Tripartite
epplfcation (USOE (1572)), Section---111, Part 13, Item

, .

vir 11111E0G lit 1572-73 initial year zoq- disbursements per weighted

FTE. Am:mt of funds taken from Institution's Tripartite
al/pi i cation (U 72)), SAction 111, Part B, item 561n_

FTE weighted undergraduate fultItime equIvalent,enrollment, from
IMES% (15740. Calculated according, to the follading formula;

WTDFTE ur 1.0* (FTU-1+ .33PTU) -+-2.-5i(FTG+.33PTG)

WTDFTE lir weighted undergraduate full-time equivalent enrellment

FT!!'- full-time undergraduate enrol lank

PTU = part-time undergraduate enrollment

FTG = full-time graduate enrollment

FTG is part-time graduate enrolimeni,

Hissing undergraduate and all graduate enrollments taken from
Tripart4te application (USOE ,(1572)), Section II. Graduate total . -

enrollments converted to 1572;73 graduate FTE'S by applying a factor

of .7.

5,33

-44



A:10
OJLB. Nis.-514-73:03

Arro.vv. EVIIIES 14143 ;

Year InIstrument selected parts,-

Dear High School Senior:

Thank you for accepting the invitation to iiarticipatd in the NATIONALAP

LONGITUDINAL STUDY OF THE HIGH SCHOOL CLASS OF 1972. The 'answers-you

and other students provide will help in the continuing effort to plan new
and befferschool programs for future students across the United States.

"11111 P

NATIONAL LON4UOINAL STUDY OF THE HIGH SCHOOL CLASS OF
9.

Student Questionnaire.

SCNOOL 020E

LAST NAME
FIRST NAME

rt-

STUDENT NUMBER

;mural forte
UNITED STATES OFFICE'OF EDUCATION

BY EDUCATIONAL TESTING SERVICE a PRINCETON, NEW JERSEY

SPRING 102

534



SchOol-Code

A-11

Sat' (cfroli-tisie.)

74,1e-& 5.1 ..

Female .

Student Number

J

Date of Birth

Mo. Day I Tsar
\ -

a

a
Please coronets the information above.

SECTiON- Your high school experiences . . a

fm.

Please answer very question unless, you are *asked is skip to another one You may omit any question that
you or your ants would consider objectionable.

a.

1. When do you expect to gracluate from higikscf(ool?
(Circle quo.)

1" will leave high school before f iraduate 1

Now through June 1972
. 2'i

. ,

July or August 1972 I g i
September 1972 through Januar] 1973 . 4 ',
February through June 1973 , 5

After June 1973 a 6

.. a
. \ . .r

BSYR.Q2 2. Which of the following best describes your presenthigh school program?

. , (CIrcii'ens..)

General 1

Acidemic or college preparatory 2

Vocational or technicql-

Agricultural occupations..
Business or office occupation,' 4

Distributive education

Health occupations 6

Home economics occupations

Trade or industrial occupations

3

535
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tianceN For everyone
_

12

Please answer every question talkie you are.asked to skip to another one. You may orgit any question that
y011 or your parents would consider objectionable. 7 -

BSYRQB1 81. If there ware no obstacles, what would you most like to be doing during the year afte youou fear* high
school? .01111 ,

(Circiefort'e.)

Working full-time

kritering an apprenticeship or on-the-job
training program. .

going into regular military service or to a
service academy.

Being a full-time homemaker. '
Attending a vocational, technical, trade, or

business school

Taking academic courses at a junior or
community college

t .
Taking technical or vocational subjects at a

junior or cornmurdty'college,
Attending`a four-year college or university

Working part-time , .

01
3

02

03.
---mve 04

I."'

. 06

06

. 07
08

09

4

Other (travel, take a break, no plans) io

BSYRQ82 82. Are you a veteran of tfie U. S. armed services?
Wird, one.)

. No. . N V 1

4. 3
4

3SYRQ83 43. Do you have a physical condition that limits the kind or amount of work you can do on a job?

No ..... 11.

Yes .

t
BSYRQ84 84. How dp you describe youiself?

......... ^

kv
.

(Circle one.)

1

- 2

(Circle one.)

American Indian , .1

Black or Afro-American cle Negro. .... . . _ 2

. Mexican-American or Chicano

-

Other 1,atin-Americati orijin

Oriantal or Atian-Aemerican.

Whit: Or CAucasian_

w
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comma 85 How many a( your brothers and sisters and other persons are dependent on yo parents or gliarcilan
for financial support?

.-a

None.

(Circle one number in each column.)- -

eirothers Other
and sisters persons

o

One 1. ....1
Two.

Five ,st.... , 5- 5,I .

Six of more.,
**

.- 6 6:

2 2
3 3

B57.4854s. IISYRQ85k

BSYRQ86 86. How many persons other than yourself are dependent on you for financial support?
(Circle one.)

None 0

One 1

Two or more 2

BSYRQ87 27. How rnanyof your brothers or sisters will be in college next fail?
(Circleone.)

None 0

One 1

Two 2

Three. .3

Four or more 4

B.511.2438 88. Is English the language spoken most often in'your home?

No

Yea......._.

A

Muds one.)

....... .... ,1

2

BSYRQ89 89. -How 'long hare you lived in the community in which you now live?
(Circle one.

All my life 4

Ten or more years. 2

.Fiver to-ten years .. 3'

Three to four years T. 4 t-

Ong. to two years.

Leas than One year

537
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* A-

90. What was the hritest educational level each of the following perslns completediIf yoware not sure, .9wrinueo-,
pilase give your best guess. -. (arcle one number ft esoh column.)

;Fath,er or f fdotfier or Oldest
. .

female brother or
tzardian tWarcilan sister

Doesn't apply
Dva not complete high (secondary) sohobl

-411- 1. ' 1 -.' 1 -
. 1

:2 2
1

21.. .-1'.'
.---

Irmishedligh eciool or equivalent ' 3,- 7-'.3. ,
Adult education programlti _

4 ' 4 3 4
I:Gs:I:was or trade school

Some college

Finished college (fOur years) ,'; ..
,

7 7 7 -_-.

Attended graduate or prOfessional school (for example, law o
medical school), but did not attain a graduate or professio

5

6

5

6

de-sree
Obtained a graduate or professional degree (for example, M.A.",

Ph.D., or1.11).)

8

9 , 9 -9
BSYRQ90A BSYRQ908 BSYRQ91/C

91. As far as you know, how much schooling do your father and mother (or guarditit)wantiou to get?
(Circle one Lrnbtriin each co4mn.)

,-- Patthei or ". Mother( or
male female

guardian guardian

Wants me to quit-high school without kracluating

Wants me to graduate from high school Icrui+p there
Wants me to graduate from high school andthen go to a

vocational, teamical, trick, or business school
Waists me to go to a two-year or junior college

NiiAts me to go- to a four-year college or university

Wants age to go_aa'graduate or professional school after
graduating from four-year college or university

1

2 2

3

4

5

I don't know

BSYRQ92 '92. What religionWere you brought up in?

4

6. ' - 6
.t.,/ -7

BSYRQ91A 13SYR491.1i

(circle one.)

Protestant 1

Roman Catholic 2

Other Christian .3
Jewish. 4
Other (for example, Eastern religions) 5

None

-/
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/ -A-15
_

conntur.D, 3. What is thapproximate income before taxes of your parents (or guardian)? Includeclude tixabis and non.-.

taxablainconwfrom.all sources.
- - (6de-one.)

3518(03 .

?Am than $3,;000 a yeai (abOut -$60 a week or lees) Of

Between $3,000 ancl $5,999 a year (from 560 to .
$119 a week) 02

Between $6,000 and $7,499 a year (from $120, to
$149a week)

Befween$7:500 and $8,999 a Year (from $150 tai
$179 a week) ,

Betwet. $9,000 and $10,499 a yeair (from 5180 to
$019 a wpek) 05 -

Between $10,500 and $11,999 a year (from $210 to
.$239 ayeek):. . 96

Between $12,000 and $13,499 a yearAfrata'S240 to
b

$269 a week), /dis / 07 .

Between $13,500 and $14,999 a year (from-$270 to
$299 a week) * 08

.-- Between $15,000 and $18,000 a year (from $300 to

....
$359 a week) . . . 09 -

.., OVer $18,000 a year (rtint' t $360 a week or more) `10
.

03

')

94. Which of the following do you have ra your home?
t ;

I '

. 857P94A A specific place for study

:11.5YR(1948 Daily newspaper a.
ABSYRQ94C Dictionary

BSYRQ94D Encyclopedia or other reference books

(e.tfcia ono number on each ans.)

Hare Do not hip

1 2

1 2

' = BSYRQ94E Magazines.. 1 2

BSYR.Q9417- Record player... . 1 2

n711Q94G Tape recorder or cassette player. 1 2

BSYR04411 Color television 1.. 2

1517.041 Typewriter .2

BSY'RQ94.1-7 Electric dishwasher, .2

-85YRQ941C Two qr more cars or trucks that run 1 2

BSYRQ95 95. Which twist describes' the location of the place in which you live?

34-,.

N.

.(Circle oni.)

In a rural or farmingcommunity 1

In a small, city or town of fewer than 50,000 people
that is not a subtirji of a larger place 2

in a'inedium-Azed city (50,000-100,000 people)... 3

In a =bort; cif a medium-sized city , 4

In a large city (100,000-500,000 people) 5

In a suburb of a large city S

In a very large city (over 500,000 people) 7

Ina suburb 91 a very large city 8

539 r
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Form a
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A-17

%,

-

.%
iimmor; erCl

-

Section General Inforination.

. Whatlara* you doinA now?

FRIO1C
FFIlQ1D

TEIRAE

FFUQUP

PETPIG

FFUQ2

r

one number xin each

Applies Dies net
tome :apply-tome-

Woiking-for pay at a full-time or part -time job

Taluing vocatidnal or technical courses atany kind of school or college
(for example.. vocational, trade, business, or other career training
school)

Taking academic courses at -a two- or four-yearcollege

On active duty in the Armed Forces (or service acadeinj)

Homemaker:

Temporary lay-off train work. looking for work. or waiting to report to
work

t 1

. 4-

2

Other (please describe: ) . 1

2. Did you complete high school?
(trcie one.)

No. still in high =Or I 4
No, left high schcotwithout completing

Yes, graduated

2
I

3

Yes. left high school without giaduating but have since
passed a iligh school equivalency test, for example. the GED ..4

3. When cfid_you leave or graduate from the last high school that you *tended?

Date left: 1711Q3A. (month) .171.3Q313* (year)

FACTS ABOUT YOU tti OCTOBER 1973'

. With whom did you live, as of the first week' of October 1973?

By myself

- -

(Orcleons,)-
1

Parents --
With husband or wife -, t T 3

With othcfr relatives 4

With person(v not related to me 5

S. How would you describe yole living quarters, as of the first week of Octobier W73?

(Circle one".

'Private house.or apartment A .1

Dormitory or apartment,operated by a school or college .2.

Fraternity or sorority house 3

-Rooming or boarding house 4-

Other (please descat: 1, 5
.v .



.

.. I I seviliot:AfTE/40iNcE IN'OCTOIIER 1972 I .w..... ,-
.a. '

X`'-
=_ Q29$ if& law please think back a year to the Fall of 1972.. Were you taking clause! cr courses at any school

.... dial this month of October 1472? ..

..' ; --: - Yes /
-- " .,

NO. ' , ,
..

A. ; a+,

rEl
I-

2

2412. Min( are some reasons others have given for NOT continuing their fennel- fctocalion .ri9ht alto'
.., leaving high sc_hool, Which of those reaions applyto. you? - ._

.,.- , -_,.

- -9-. /- .,- . . . 2..-

-:-- &:!- - {Circle aneenurnber on earl Unit a .'-,

, 1- '. ,,to in*? \_-'epply fii me. -?' - --- --7--
114:91les 1, Does net/ :

Fi11.14294- - Needed to -earn money Jo sup, port my famTi A: . 1. . .2'
4

. 4 ... - _ 0
S

..17.8)429813- Needed to elmjtioney.before I could-pay for further education 1. 2r "e

_1* CrIVBC Could not afford a four-year co e or university educitionri ' . -1 .2
. 11-18Q2981:1* Failed ,Io find - out in,, trine .about admission requirements:. cost of' '

attending. availability-ofa school in thelnea, etc ,- I 2

J int)29BE Poor high school grates or-poor scores-cm college admissiorkleits 1. 7

' Willa9BF Lack of high schoolokredits required for'college entztoce ,_i_ 2

TFUQ29BG ' Applied tb one or iriore schools. but was not' accepted

-FFUQ29811 Lace of a *hold within commuting distance of my
PFUg298I If ged froth ontinuuig by teachers or

FFUQ29BJ .barraged frolri continuing by parents
., .

FFINI2981C Wanted to enter Armed forces
F17.1Q29/31, ,MY plans (61 nclerequire more,iducation
ETUQ22814 Wanted to take "a° break

FFU4298141. Tanned to bi Married 7 . .
FFIJQ,Z9B0 Schooliit not for Mei I don't like it ,-

98P . Offered a job I wanted
I

TPUQ298Q -Wanted to eIrri mdiseyAor myself . .,

41102988 Wanted p 'cal ex4rience before going onto school
1

. i- .1.

4

. .2
2

1 2

-I. 4 2
1 '2
1 2

t

Q30- .3a. was ihe
Oitober 1

312i"

1411018
IFVQ31C.
ilTIQ31.11

.::),F113Q34h
FEI1031F

FPliQ31.1i

'ETUQ3111

PF8Q3LJ
n

fitlQ314.

11Ib

% 2

1. 2

1

1 '2
:2

SKIFet page 12
,,

I you attended in October 1972 the same school you,attersded,in tn., first week- of /
. (Orcli-one.) - .

4 ^ , .-
.. 1 /SKI

No not enrolled in October 1973

P to q. .7-317, I Next p e-4ag
,

Yes

Nd..enrolled -in different school

....
31. What-were your reasons. foc chengiri§ schools?

2 fSKIP to' q. 32at
3 . - . , -

4

{Circle one'number on ea,ch line.)'
Aeolis Vies not
to me appjy`ts-me

. . 2
My interest changed. and My, former school did not offer the course of

Stud): I yid
Wanted to atterla less_ exPerlsive,44431
My gradeiwert too low totontinue, at (he former school
Wanted to be at a smaller school .
Wanted to be at a larger school ' / 2.
Wanted to attend school closer to home ..

Wanted to attend a schqol farther away, from home

Waniedtb attend a ichoui (hat' would give me
oppcirtunitiei .

_Wantpd to attend a school where I -could-Teel more

Wanted to aVend a school wtie I could maxim
-;. tersonat development it

tfori group or social activities of interest

J.

better career
I 2

.. . 1 '
_

ual and
. 2

,
1 2

- 9 w
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e

-ti

4."

AI9

t is the *sae named location of the school you were attending in the month of October 1972?
Please print and do not abbreviate.)

school game:(omitte
4,'

Y-1 ' r. ..
--.:.--...r.

F/11432B 326. -What kind of school is this?
*4- ."-i., , -

(Circle one:)

City:

4

t.

trgde..INIsinesi or other career training school

durtior Or community college ttv;o-yearl

F our -year college or university

I
2

3

Other iplease describe:

171:1Q32C 32c. ls;this school public or private?

.

Public

Private

1.

.2

33i. When did iou f1-st atten.) this school? FFIIR33Ait (month) FFUQ33AB lyser).-

33b.. Diking October 1972, were you classified by this school as a fulf-tiMe student?

Y 1es

No

33e..

FFI/Q34 34.
,

1.5.

.

'

About how many hours a week did your clisses meet in the subjects or courses in which you were
enrolled at that time? Include time in lectures, shop, laboratories, etc.

FFUQ33C Hours per w

Was your field ri`f study or training area in October 1472 the same as you indicated for the first week
of October.19737 ..4

Wird. oat.)
I /SKIP to q. 39. page 121>Yes ,

\ No. wasn't enrolled in October 1973 -?.2

No. none indicated for October'i973 3

No..slifferent, than in October 1973 - , - . ...... 4
'

Listed below ari some reasons why
in your situation?

SKIP to q. 36a1 Nextpage,,)-*

studils ts char ve-fields or training areas. What were the reasons

Tful:135/4._ . Carrses.more difficult than I expected

1411_0511 Met people writhliew ideas

FFUQ35C Poor advice on original choice-

Lack. of information On iptis related t;oilginal j.vso ei

Content of courses different from-what f expected
ITR23514
FhlQ35E

itFUQ35F
irtlQ35G,
PFII4,35H

12714Q33I

(Circle one number on each

Afrpliiii Dees not
to me apply to the

1 2

t 2

I - 2'
2

sr
New inforniation about dther fields -of study or training areas .. .... .. I '2

- .. -
Interest aroused by courses .amt , ...i. i . . 2

Mire jobs available for graduates'in the feld. I changed y .. . `.4._': . ... 1 ..... . ... 7,
, -*

Other (please specify 8 ..° ) . I _ . . 2- .

-
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ISCHOOL FINANCES]

the purpose of this part 1s io learn how students pay for their training and education after leaving high sch/o/o1. so
that financial aid prografis can be changed to meet student needs better_ Tbe following questions .apply to any
training add education you received after leaving high school and before Fall IV A-

. - -
44a.. -About how much did training or saioslirig colt during the first year after high schooli regardless of who paid?

-,.- Give the expenses .and number of moritki you were in school or training during dthis perio. .

,.-
Total S 6AA Spent over how many months? EFFQ46AB

4611. )100/ was this mosey spent?
$ FE1I446BA., 'hake and fees

"0:146BB Room and board
$ FFUQ46BC Books and supplies

$-------4,FFIR1468D Transportation

$ FFUQ46BH other related scbcorexpenses (clothing, laundry.

.t.or(<binafious -Amount
Code

- -CFPUQ46BF FFQQ46BG

(Se-z-mattual for coding rules)

47. In paying for these costs. how much came from each of the following sources?
and write in the amounts.) --Ames

SAVINGS OR EARNINGS
I-

.
Own savings or summer earmngr 01 4 )

r" College work-study 'progr,arns - ... #74,
02 (5 1.1 A )

Other earnings while taking cotirses 03 t$ w 1

INDIVIDUAL SUPPORT -

(Pleas, circle all that

Parents ($
).,,

Husband or wife 1 1$ )

Other relatives or friends IS

SCHOLARSHIPS OR GRANTS

04

06

-4
Basic Educational Opportunity Grant Program .... 07 IS

Supplementary Educational Opportunity...Grant Program ... .03
College,scholarship or grant from college funds ..09
ROTC scholarship or stipnd 10 ($
Nursing Scholarship Program U

Health :Professions Scholarship Program 12

State scholarships ' 13

Other scholarships 14

LQANS

Federal Guaranteed Loan rrograms . . .15 (5

State Loan Prog I6"am A

Regular hank-loan . .... ....17 15

National Defense Student Loan Program 48

Health logrentsionst: Student Loan Program 19 IS

-Nursing Loan Program .. 20 is

OTHER

)* ter_ Amount
=

a---7A717)
(S

Law Enforcement Educational Program
Velc Administra tion War Orphans or Survivori Benefits

Veterans Administration direct benefits (CI Bill
compensation or pension)-

(S

/3 1$ . , -)/
Vocational Rehabilitation Program 'benefits . 7' .t 24 1$ I

_ Social Securidenefits tfbr students aged is-22 who
children of retired, disabled. or deceased .25 IS

.-, . .

47AA l'illQ47AB;-
Q4 DA 47B11

FECIQ4,4;
FFUQ47DA Frarare,J
FFUD47EA
FPUQ47EA,'
FFIA47GA FF110410

(See; manual
coding z/-:

.14-

4,
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Section E Information About The Past,
. Nave Your (a) patents or

you In doimg the following

(a) PARENTS OR GIJARILIANS

ens or have your (b) friends_your own age tither encouraged to cfiscouragedi
since you left high school?

fdiclor one, rnanbef on tad% line.)

DIS- -_ it
crer,i94., It `Saar Neither

, P.FIR7711A
1 2 3 4.:;..

r . FEVQ77A13I 3
FiriliQ77AC

2. 3 4.,

4.

1713Q77AD .
, /.

2 3 ...
4._,

47(11:1771).E;
1 2 3 4.

FFUQ77AF '
1 2 3 .4.

-
Getting a }ober going to work

Going to school for vocational
or technical trairtins

Going to college fdr an
academic editcation

Getting married

Entering the Afmecirorces

Traveling or taking a break

. .:4:.

--;.:

Th.

.
,-:..

. What is the highest educational Wind completed- by your mother and tether? if 4ou art not -sure/pita:4s give
.Your bests, I ..

(b) FRI

(

_ En-
couraged onkasild Bodt

ER/7713A ---
1 2

EFUQ77313,
1 2 = 3

litUQTMC
"2-

PFUQ7
1 .2 3'

171)(27713E

1-1 3 4.
77BE/ -t

YOUR OWN AGE

number' onucblinea
_

:7`_.

Fitthori-0C
1411Q781, Tile guard= 1

tune
or

grade
school
o1

Mother or
FFUQ78B female guardian... 1

(Circle one number on each IWO

Vocational, trade,
-badness, ar tarns(
program in a school

High School ar eelie91
not Lass limn The years

iiresh Finished two years dr morp

2 3 .4 . .5

2 3 = , 4 ,5

. .

Academic prograsni
Finished .0

Some collage collesie
thichafing liwer-or Master's
two-year s fiveyear-- decree or
direst degree} equivalent

Ph. O.,
M.D.. et
*veinier*

.6 . 7 . °.9

s g 9

It Please describe belays-the jbb most recently heldby yoiar father for ritalt guardian): even if be is 'retired.
deceased, or disabled.

wwhom doei for did) be work? (Name pi company, business, drgamrabon.'or other employer)
r

( rite int!.. _., ,. - .

b.Vilhat kind of business or indn-ctry is tor was) this? (For exampie,retad store. manufacturer, state or city
government. farming, etc.) - . ..

FFIIQA iWrite'int!
- . -

c. What kind, of job or *caseation does (or did) be have in tins business or Industry; (For example. salesman..
foreman,,, policeman, civil engineer, farmer. teacher)" .,- ;
(Write in)! 1. / .

.

d.What are for were) his most frequent activities or duties qn this iat? (For ezeiniple, selling cars, keeping
accounts, supervising otbets operating martinery.-fimshing)zontrete, teaching grade school)

---
, P

tiltrite ink-

._i
o
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-' A:n

mother for *nal. )uardian) usually work during the following periods of your fiefs? 4
(Circle one number on each Bile.)

Cite*
work

worksd
pars-tioo:

-----Woricact .'
full-tier*

Cool rat
, apply

'When you were in high school 1 2 3 4 ,

When you were in elementary school ... 1 2 3 4

&tore you west taelernentary school J 1 2 3 4

SI. Did you formally apply for MIMES/AM MU out a form and seed it idt) to any cake, or other school
at aory time before October 1373?

'No

Yes K

1 (SKIP to q. 85) 140 page,-+
.,. -0.2

,
Va. When you first applied, what was the poste and address of the-FIRST school or college of your choke?.

:Namef
Ate.

(omitted)
.(omitted)

(car

FFUQ82B 1213. Were you accepted for admission at..this sch."1?
-

(state)

(Orcielarfe.-)

- v

Yes. and-attended o ,
Yes, but this school did not have enough room .
Yes. but did not attend for other teasccs

No; was not accepted -

'...1

2
3

4

_ .
176182C 32c -rsd you apply for financial aid at this school?

i'- _-
- No

tank onoil

draP to ti 83of
Yes. hut was offered no financial aid - .2

Yes, and was offered financial aid.... 3

.
Md. What workthe. apprasimate 'values of the financial aid that you

Par? (If num, inter `noel. ")
Scbotarship: $ FRIQ87DA Loan- famQ820.3 i8rpmistd job: tr7.1f082DC

offered for the first academic

I \ 4

CL. At that tifrie, what was the name and address of your SECOND CHOICE school or college?

."PFUQ8303A I applied to only we school . 1-- -/SKIP to q. ;857 Next poge J.

Nene- (omitted)...
"Adieu! / (o-t )

.

.4-
FFIX433 Ch. Wes* you accepted for admisiion at this school?

Yes. and attended
Yes, but this sciscol,tfid not have enough room

Yes: bit did not attend for other remora
No. was not accepted 4

Istato

Mule one.)

546

.
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(Circle am.)

1121J
but wag offered no financial aid.. c.

SKIP to q. 84a1

Yes, and was offered financial aid 3

--- Cid. What wer4 the approximate values of the Friedel aid that you were offered for_the- first acedesnic
Tsar? lif anise, enter "Doren ,

Sthaal:3134):$_Mal£1,TAL Loan: S PFlit)83DB Promised job: 7FI3Q83DC

+
14a. At that time, what 'maths nerneand addresaaf your THIRD CHOICE =heeler callegei

1 271E184AL toptilled-ta Only two schools 1 (SKIP to q. 85)
Kam j (omitted) .

Address: (cssittied)
icttyl

Mb, Were yen accepted for admissive' at this *heel?
(Circle else.)

Yes, and attended

Yes, but this school did not have enough room .2

.Yes, but end not attetid for other reasons 3

was not accepted 4

.-ttstotel

YE IC/134C $4e. frid yen bp* for financial aid at this school?
. lards ene.t

No
dr . .-

Yes, but was offered no financial aid . , -1)-(SKIP to q. 85)

Yes. and was offered financial aid
- .

lid. *hat were the eppraximate vanes 04 the &sandal aid that rp were offered for the first acadeinic
year? (If race, ester "nelson

Scholarship: S FFUQ84DA Loan: $ FRIC184D13 qroniised job: $ IrFUQ84DC

your highschears,ceunseling services in Each of the following areas?

{Circle one neither en seas Hoe.)
Services

Services avalaSa SERVICES COHSUI.TED AND
' HOT bet NM Very NOT
available - camseited belpfel /WOW helpful

FrifQ85A. Learning hOw my interests and abilities fit -
with different yobs or occupations I

17FUQ85B Funding out .where to train for the yob or
occupation I wanted

iFlICIE15C Placing use in a job or helping me lo find
etrOoYMent ' .,1

TEUQ851, Finding out the schools or colleges I qualified
for which suited my abilities and interests I

PRIQ85.7. '- Finding out about costs at different schools or
colleget and how to obtain fitancial aid I i''.

2. ....:3.......,....4 $

2 .., 3 4 .5

YFUQ85F Obtaining financial aid to go to school or
college

ZE111:1856 Reaming ing fields of work likely to have
expanding employment opportunities 2

2 3 4 5

Z 3 .4

2

2

54"
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No

Student's
Name

4

Student' Sclibol Record
Information -14-

. (selected its)

School Name r (oattern

School Code Student Number

OSLO.
APPROWLt.

17

(omitted)

.., "

t -*

LAST
-,.-
01iitted)

FAST A

z.
",

. t p 4.!mx:

NATIONAL LONGITUDINAL STUDY OF THE HIGH SCHOOL-CLASS DF 1972
CeAdr.ocrty. 6-

Edecairor.s. Testkng Stersci. Procre_ ritar Jones for
IMMO STATES 1,710E or EDUCATION

85 4OE Forst 2344. 2ni SOrils; W2

w
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Most of this information should be obtainable from the school's records.
However, information not available from the records may be obtaiCed byin-
terviewipg the student, using a blank Copy of this form as an interview guide.

Student's
Address

1.

R111111111111111111111111111EM111111111111111
STREET -Collitted

- 7
Social Security Number

Rankin Senior Class

STATE

(omitted)
- ,

(omitted)
(omitted)Total Numb'er in Senior Class

1. What Is this student's overall academic average? (Use whichever grading system is used by your school.)

Gradiews system

Average letter grade.
Percentage grade average

Grade-point (numerical gradej'average
.... 4_

Student's
avers=e

School's grade scale
Lowest Highest

possible possible

SRFQ1 SRIPLWGR, SILIFFIGGR

, 2. If the student has talc.en either of the following collegeadmissions tists, indicate tee year the test was

taken and the scores received (recOrd only the most recent set of scores for each test).

SRFQ2A SAT YEAR VOW;

SAT scores:

SR!Q2B Verbal, -

SRFQ2C Quantitative

LLJ

1

SRFQ2D Acr TEM TAICZ:4 . 19 M
ACT scores:

SBJQ2E

SRFQ2F Social Studies Reading .

SRPQ2G Science Reading. .

SRPQM IdethematiCa-

SIFQ2I Totral Siore.

English Expression

' 4

3. Has this student trunsfeired to this schOOl lion" another school?
(Circle one.)

Yes 2
1

-
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